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ABSTRACT 
THE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG STUDENT MATURITY, TEACHER 
LEADERSHIP STYLE, AND STUDENTS' EVALUATIONS 
OF A TEACHER: A TEST OF THE LIFE-CYCLE 
MODEL OF LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR AS 
APPLIED TO A COLLEGE CLASSROOM 
August 1977 
Randall G. Sleeth, B.A., University of New Hampshire; 
Ph.D., University of Massachusetts 
Directed by; Dr. George S. Odicrne 
The notion that teaching and leading involve similar 
behaviors suggests that the college classroom is a legiti¬ 
mate arena for the study of leadership models. The con¬ 
tinuing stress on classroom accountability of teachers adds 
to the need for models which contribute to the under¬ 
standing of the facets of teaching effectiveness. 
This study examines teacher effectiveness as mea¬ 
sured by student satisfaction and student performance, two 
key accountability dimensions. In previous studies, the 
most commonly utilized variables have not yielded fruit¬ 
ful results regarding effectiveness for several reasons. 
Among these are inconclusive results, omission of teacher- 
student interactions, and a lack of a situational or con- 
vi 
tingency perspective in models. This study incorporates 
student maturity as a situational variable moderating the 
effectiveness of a teacher's leadership behaviors. 
By viewing the teacher as a leader, we consider 
the classroom a workplace and a setting for testing a 
contingency model of. leadership. Teacher behaviors are 
therefore measured in terms of the standard leadership 
dimensions of consideration and initiating structure. 
Four teacher leadership styles are defined: low con¬ 
sideration-high structure (one), high consideration-high 
structure (two), high consideration-low structure, (three), 
and low consideration-low structure (four). We then 
examine the interaction of leadership style and student 
maturity as they relate to effectiveness. The promise 
of this approach lies in the possibility of changing 
styles (or teachers) to improve effectiveness as the 
situation (herein maturity of students) changes. 
Accordingly, this study examines two propositions; 
(1) that teacher effectiveness is associated with student 
maturity, but the relationship is not the same for all 
leadership styles, and (2) that for at least one style, 
teacher effectiveness is more strongly related to student 
maturity than to any one of several demographic variables. 
There is limited support for the model. The relationship 
Vll 
between student performance and student maturity is found 
to vary as leadership style of the teacher varies. The 
relationship between student satisfaction and student 
maturity is, however, not found to vary significantly 
(0.05) with teacher leadership style. The relative rela¬ 
tionships of maturity-to-effectiveness are found not to 
be the same for the four styles of leadership. Thus 
there is support for a previous finding that satisfaction 
and performance as two measures of effectiveness are 
independent of each other and are differently affected by 
the same moderating variables. It would therefore be 
unlikely that a leader or teacher could simultaneously 
maximize both of these accountability measures. 
It is suggested that the moderating effects of 
student maturity may be dominated by the independent 
effectiveness of particular leadership styles. Hence, 
further research is suggested on the refinement of the 
maturity construct. 
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CHAPTER I 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
Introduction 
Teaching and leading involve similar behaviors 
(Greenfield and Andrews, 1961): 
Among the many kinds of behavior which are to 
be found inside a classroom, the integrative, 
goal-directed kinds of behavior associated with 
leadership are likely to be prominent {p« 94) . 
As an effective leader may be one whose followers are 
satisfied and productive (Brayfield and Crockett, 1955; 
Likert, 1967; Schneider and Snyder, 1975; Schwab and 
Cummings, 1970), so may an effective teacher be one who 
achieves the goals of student satisfaction and student 
performance (Mager, 1968), An important question, 
therefore, is: "What are the determinants of teaching 
or leadership effectiveness as measured by student or 
follower satisfaction and productivity?" 
The concern about student satisfaction as measured 
by student evaluations of teaching (Astin and Lee, 1966; 
Lahat-Mendelbaum and Kipnis, 1973; McKeachie, 1969b) and 
the similarity between teaching and leadership led to the 
present research project. This project examined the 
1 
2 
relationships among the leadership behavior of a college 
teacher, student evaluations, student performance, and 
student maturity. Prior to conducting the study four 
assumptions were made: (1) college teaching can be 
described in terms of leadership behavior; (2) student 
maturity is a determinant of the effectiveness of a teacher 
as a leader; (3) leadership theory provides a viable 
approach to the understanding of teacher effectiveness; 
and (4) student responses on standardized instruments 
constitute reliable, valid measures of the variables 
included in this study. Relationships among the variables 
were examined in the context of the life-cycle model of 
leadership behavior (Hersey and Blanchard, 1969) in order 
to improve understanding of both student evaluations and 
the model. 
Student Evaluations 
Student ratings of teachers contribute to the 
decision-making process in faculty personnel administra¬ 
tion at many colleges and universities (Gustad, 1967, 
Kent, 1966). Such decisions as (1) merit pay, (2) pro¬ 
motion, (3) tenure, and (4) course assignments are based, 
in part, upon student ratings of faculty (Danforth, 1973; 
Kent, 1966). Reasons for the increased use of student 
ratings include (1) a response to demands from both 
students and the public for further accountability in 
3 
higher education (Hobson/ 1974; Trent and Cohen, 1973; 
Werdell, 1967), (2) a somewhat independent trend toward 
self-analysis in higher education, and (3) a recognition 
of the student as the consumer and the most knowledgeable 
person to report on the teaching of college faculty 
(McKeachie, 1969a, 1969b). 
As the use of such evaluations has risen, so has 
the importance of research into the elements associated 
with a student's rating of a teacher's performance. Most 
researchers in this area have analyzed student, teacher, 
and classroom demographic variables as they relate to 
student ratings. A partial list of these includes; 
(1) student variables: sex, age, academic major, year in 
school, and expected grade; (2) teacher variables: sex, 
academic rank, experience, and grading practice (hard or 
easy); and (3) classroom or course variables: number of 
students in class, time of class meeting, and whether the 
course was required. 
The literature about demographic variables reveals, 
however, two major shortcomings: (1) the results have been 
inconclusive (Centra, 1972; Costin, Greenough, and Menges 
^Though a long-standing practice in other forms of 
business, self-analysis is relatively new to higher educa¬ 
tion. Student evaluation of faculty is, however, not new 
(Reramers, 1929). 
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1971; Kulik and McKeachie, 1973); (2) the research on 
relationships between ratings of teachers and other 
variables has overlooked the interaction of student and 
teacher and the characteristics of individuals (both 
students and the teacher) in a particular classroom 
(Riechmann, 1974). 
For these reasons much of the reported demographic- 
variable research is not helpful to individual teachers, 
nor to decision makers who use ratings, nor to students 
themselves. For example, one question the demographic 
research can not answer is: "For one faculty member 
teaching a particular class, which students will respond 
with high evaluations?" 
A more promising approach to understanding students' 
evaluation of faculty is to consider the classroom as a 
social system and to measure characteristics and behaviors 
of both faculty and students (McKeachie, 1969b). As 
Cunningham (1975) pointed out: 
Although the role of teacher and student, and 
the purpose of teaching and learning are defined, 
this does not mean that each teacher fulfills 
this role in exactly the same manner, or that 
each student approaches this role with exactly 
the same desires and expectations (p. 170). 
This view leads to the assumption that there is not 
one best approach to teaching all students nor to the 
evaluation of teacher effectiveness. Several analyses 
support such an assumption (Bush, 1954; Grasha, 1971; 
5 
Mann, et , 1970) . 
The Teacher As A Leader 
McKeachie's characterization of the classroom role 
of the teacher somewhat paralleled the description of 
leadership as "a function of the leader, the followers, 
and the situation" (Barnard, 1938; Hersey and Blanchard, 
1972; McGregor, 1960). Mann (et , 1970) described the 
classroom as a workplace, and, indeed, a promising body 
of literature is beginning to develop on the use of 
leadership measures to explain various outputs of students, 
including evaluations of teachers (Dawson, 1970; Greenfield 
and Andrews, 1961; Lahat-Mendelbaum and Kipnis, 1973; 
Stone, 1972). There is, however, some confusion about the 
meaning of the leadership models when applied to non¬ 
classroom situations, and conflicting results have been 
obtained (Korman, 1966). This ambiguity extends to the 
studies of leadership in the classroom. 
Two causes of this confusion are: (1) personality 
effects, and (2) moderating variables. Researchers have 
generally failed to establish consistent relationships 
between personality variables and leadership variables 
(Mann, 1969; Stogdill, 1974). Korman (1966) and others 
(Badin, 1971; Fleishman, 1973; Fleishman, Harris, and 
Burt, 1955; Vroom 1973) suggested that moderating 
variables might explain some of the inconsistencies in 
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the leadership research. Variables studied in this con¬ 
text include follower behavior type and leadership style 
(Anderson, 1966); sex, age, formal education, job tenure, 
company tenure (Graen, Dansereau, and Minami, 1972); 
employee need for independence, hierarchical influence 
of supervisor (Herold, 1974); group size, position power, 
tenure, and task structure (Badin, 1974). Although there 
appear to be some relationships of leadership behaviors to 
satisfaction and performance, no moderator variable has 
yet proved particularly useful in explaining the sometimes 
conflicting results. The complexity of the leadership 
phenomenon suggests that no simple explanation may be 
found and that therefore the study of additional variables 
should continue. 
Need for a Comprehensive Model 
The limited successes in explaining outcomes in 
leadership research has often been caused by an overly 
simple model of the relationships involved (Fiedler, 1967). 
It has therefore become necessary in some areas of 
research, such as leadership (Stogdill, 1974) and educa¬ 
tion (Tatsuaka, 1973) , to measure several interacting 
variables in order to explain the results obtained. 
Any comprehensive theory of leadership must, 
according to Gibb (1969), incorporate the four major 
variables known to affect leadership effectiveness: 
7 
(1) the leader (behavior and personality), (2) the follow¬ 
ers (needs, personality), (3) the group itself (structure), 
and (4) the situation (physical setting, nature of tasks). 
Current management literature refers to this viewpoint as 
contingency management (Dessler, 1976; Fiedler, 1967; 
, 1973). Figure one (p. 8) represents a typical 
approach to the analysis of organizations and leadership 
employing the contingency perspective. An additional 
requirement of a satisfactory leadership theory for Gibb 
(1969)' is that it: 
. . . must recognize that it is not these 
per se that enter into the leadership 
J^slation, but rather the perception of the leader 
by himself and others, the leader's perception 
of those others, and the shared perception by the 
leader and others of the group and the situation. 
... What is needed is a conception in which the 
complex interactions of these factors can be 
incorporated (p. 268). 
Student Maturity As a Moderating Variable 
It is evident that both theory and research point 
to the need to develop an explanation of the leadership 
situation in terms of appropriate moderator variables. 
this study of leadership in the college classroom, 
student personality was tested as such a variable. Two 
sets of findings supported this notion. First, despite 
the numerous studies (Mann, 1959; Stogdill, 1974) which 
have failed to confirm any consistent pattern of traits 
which characterize leaders. 
8 
A Framework for Analyzing Organizations 
TASK ENVIRONMENT TECHNOLOGY 
Uncertainty 
Complexity 
Diversity 
ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE 
Division of Work 
Specialization 
Amount of Delegation 
Decentralization 
Coordination 
LEADER BEHAVIOR 
Initiating Structure 
Consideration 
ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE 
INDIVIDUAL AND GROUP 
Motivation 
Behavior (Decision-making, 
Problem-solving) 
Satisfaction 
Figure 1. A framework for analyzing organiza¬ 
tions. (Adapted from G. Dossier. Organization and 
Management: A Contingency Approach. Englewood Cliffs, 
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1976, p. 16.) 
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there is abundant evidence that member personali¬ 
ties do make a difference to group performance, 
and there is every reason to believe that they do 
affect that aspect of the group's behavior to 
which the leadership concept applies (Gibb, 1969, 
pp. 227-228) . 
Second, student evaluations, a key output measure of the 
classroom work group, have been shown to relate to student 
personality measures (Riechmann, 1974; Yonge and 
Sassenrath, 1968). 
Further, the notions of Argyris (1957), Herzberg 
(1966), Likert (1961), McGregor (1960), Maslow (1954), 
and Mayo (1931) all support the belief that the effective 
leader or teacher with low-maturity followers or students 
behaves differently from the effective leader or teacher 
with highly mature followers or students. This study, 
therefore, used a leadership model which specifically 
incorporates maturity as a personality variable of 
followers (students). 
The life-cycle model of leadership behavior 
(Hersey and Blanchard, 1969) described effective leader¬ 
ship behavior in terms of consideration and initiating 
structure (Halpin and Winer, 1957), as moderated by task¬ 
relevant maturity of followers. Consideration and 
initiating structure have been defined by Halpin (1957); 
Initiating Structure refers to the leader's 
behavior in delineating the relationship 
between himself and the members of his group, 
and in endeavoring to establish well-defined 
patterns of organization, channels of 
communication, and ways of getting the job 
done. Consideration refers to behavior 
indicative of friendship, mutual trust, respect, 
and warmth in relationship between the leader 
and members of the group (p. 1). 
Hersey and Blanchard (1972) defined maturity as: 
a function of achievement motivation 
(McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, and Lowell, 
1953, 1961), the willingness and ability 
to take responsibility, and task-relevant 
education and experience of an individual 
or group (p. 134). 
This model thus directly incorporated two of the four 
major variables listed above: leader behavior (considera 
tion and initiating structure) and follower character¬ 
istics (maturity). The two remaining variables, group 
structure and situation, were assumed constant for this 
study which measured variables at only one point in time 
Several problems presented themselves, however. 
There is no research data available on the use of the 
life-cycle model to explain teacher effectiveness, and 
the model did not specify any means of measuring effec¬ 
tiveness or maturity. Even the leadership variables 
consideration and initiating structure are thought to 
2 
contain weaknesses in the context of the model. 
Personal communication with K. Blanchard, 1975. 
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Nevertheless, it appeared that this project could 
overcome these difficulties. First, despite the potential 
drawbacks, there has been limited research support for the 
life-cycle model to explain effectiveness of school admin¬ 
istrators (Ducharmes, 1970; Smith, 1974). Second, the 
college classroom is an excellent place for a test of 
this model because a relatively large number of followers 
working on the same tasks have numerous contacts with 
their leader. Third, apparently appropriate effectiveness 
measures already existed in the form of student evaluations 
and course grades. Satisfaction and performance were thus 
seen as possibly independent measures of effectiveness in 
this study. Fourth, it seemed possible to measure all 
key variables (effectiveness, consideration, initiating 
structure, and maturity) with scales from existing 
instruments. The uniqueness of this research lay not in 
the measures themselves but in the synthesis of these 
several independent concepts. 
This project tested the above assertions through 
research on leadership in the college classroom. The 
problem studied was: "What are the effects of teacher 
leadership behaviors upon students of varying levels of 
maturity in a college classroom?" The study was motivated 
by the synthesis of several ideas which suggested that 
examination of teacher leadership behaviors can contribute 
12 
to understanding both leadership models and student 
evaluations. 
Purpose and Significance of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to determine, within 
the framework of the life-cycle model of leadership 
behavior, the relationships among student maturity, 
teacher leadership behavior, and the effectiveness of 
a college teacher as measured by student evaluations. 
This research was important for these reasons: 
1. It was intended to provide a new approach 
to the understanding of the teacher-student 
relationship 
2. It was intended to provide insights into the 
relatively new life-cycle model in an applica¬ 
tion not previously considered 
3. It was intended to provide a test of the 
influence, on both sutdent performance and 
student evaluation of teaching, of perceived 
leadership behavior 
4. It was intended to provide a possible method 
for student and teacher assignment to class¬ 
rooms, or a partial explanation of the effects 
of particular assignments on performance of 
students and evaluation of teachers. 
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There is no particular reason to believe that 
followers at all levels of maturity are satisfied with 
the leadership behavior that any model predicts as most 
effective (for example, the followers and the model may 
specify different objectives). It is, however, clearly 
valuable to know the extent to which followers (or 
students) accept the leadership behavior which is asso¬ 
ciated with maximum performance. If the classroom 
leadership behavior associated with the best perfo2rmance 
of students on an important criterion differs from the 
behavior that maximizes student satisfaction (ratings 
of teachers), this finding would be of great importance 
to those persons who set goals and who assign teachers. 
In summary, this study addressed the problem of explain¬ 
ing the effectiveness of a leader (teacher) in terms 
of leader behaviors and follower (student) personality. 
Definition of Terms 
This research project investigated relationships 
among several variables which have been used to describe 
leadership. For the purposes of this project, terms were 
defined as follows: 
1. Instructor Effectiveness: any measure of the 
work done in the classes studied, specifically 
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including student evaluations of the instructor 
and instructor evaluations of student perfor¬ 
mance in the courses. 
2. Consideration (C): the extent to which an 
individual is likely to have job relationships 
with subordinates characterized by mutual 
trust, respect for their feelings and ideas, 
and a certain warmth between himself and them 
(Gibb, 1972, p. 1530). 
3. Relationship Behavior (R): the extent to which 
a leader is likely to maintain personal rela¬ 
tionships between himself and members of his 
group by opening up channels of communication, 
delegating responsibility, giving subordinates 
an opportunity to use their potential—charac¬ 
terized by socio-emotional support, friendship, 
and mutual trust (Hersey and Blanchard, 1972, 
p. 83). 
4. Initiating Structure, or Structure (S): the 
extent to which an individual is likely to 
define and structure his or her own role and 
those of subordinates toward goal attainment 
characterized by an active role in directing 
group activities through planning, communi¬ 
cating information, scheduling, criticizing. 
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trying out new ideas (Gibb, 1972, p. 1530). 
5. Task Behavior (T); the extent to which a 
leader is likely to organize and define the 
roles of the members of his group; to explain 
what activities each is to do and when, where, 
and how tasks are to be accomplished; to try 
to establish well-defined patterns of organiza¬ 
tion, channels of communication, and ways of 
getting jobs accomplished (Hersey and 
Blanchard, 1972, pp. 82-83). 
6. Leadership Style: one of four combinations of 
consideration and structure; included low con¬ 
sideration-high structure, high consideration- 
high structure, high consideration-low struc¬ 
ture, and low consideration-low structure. 
7. Task-relevant Maturity, or Maturity (M): a 
function of achievement motivation (McClelland, 
et al., 1953), the willingness and ability to 
take responsibility, and task-relevant educa¬ 
tion and experience of an individual or a 
group (Hersey and Blanchard, 1972, p. 134); 
or, for the purposes of the present research, 
a score on any of the scales used to measure 
a dimension of maturity. 
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8. Student Evaluation Score: a score on one or 
more of the factors and items used to measure 
student opinions of teaching. 
9. Student Demographic Data: descriptive statis¬ 
tical data chosen for their possible rela¬ 
tionship to classroom outputs; including sex, 
age, marital status, grade-point average. 
Hypotheses 
Several relationships concerning teacher effective¬ 
ness, teacher leadership style, and student maturity were 
considered within the context of the life-cycle model of 
leadership (Hersey and Blanchard, 1969). The model is 
described in detail in chapter two of the present report. 
Alternative forms of the hypotheses are discussed in 
chapter three. 
The major hypothesis of the present research was 
that teacher effectiveness as measured by student perfor¬ 
mance and student satisfaction would be associated with 
student maturity, but the relationship would be of a 
different form for different leadership styles. A second 
hypothesis was that for at least one leadership style, 
teacher effectiveness would be more strongly related to 
student maturity then to any one of several demographic 
variables. 
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Limitations 
Despite the confidence expressed above that many 
potential problems could be overcome in the present study, 
several limitations nevertheless existed. These are 
listed and briefly discussed below. 
The virtues of measuring one course with one 
instructor nothwithstanding (Kulik and McKeachie, 1973), 
the inclusion of a single instructor in the present study 
involved clear limitations on the generalizability of 
results. The instructor did not, however, practice the 
same behaviors with all students. Data from the leader¬ 
ship behavior instrument (LBDQ) indicated that different 
students perceived different instructor behaviors. Both 
the instructor and the present writer had the impression 
that instructor behaviors did change. Particular elements 
of the instructor’s teaching style or personality may, 
however, have had effects upon both student satisfaction 
and student performance. These effects could not be 
accounted for in this study. The focus was on the leader¬ 
ship behaviors of the instructor. Any relevant behaviors 
not tapped by the leadership behaviors of the instructor, 
as measured in this study, were lost. 
The course content and pedagogy may have influenced 
any relationships observed. Although teaching methods 
involving discussion, experiential exercise, and role 
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playing seem to be gaining in importance, many courses are 
conducted differently from the way the sample course was 
run. Particular teaching methods may have influences 
beyond the measured behaviors of the teacher utilizing 
these methods. For example, students may vary in their 
experience with such methods. The relative novelty of a 
teacher's style may influence effectiveness. Further, 
the content of the subject matter of the course may render 
certain teaching methods more or less appropriate. Thus, 
course content and pedagogy may independently or in com¬ 
bination account for particular results in a classroom 
situation. The findings of the present study may there¬ 
fore not apply beyond the present highly limited context. 
Size of class may also interact with these variables 
or have independent effects. For example, class size would 
influence the number and size of any discussion groups 
formed. A large class may have different expectations for 
the instructor's behavior. The present classes included 
twenty-to-thirty students, a fairly typical number for 
classes at the university. 
Major field of study of the students and whether 
the course belongs to that field may influence relation¬ 
ships between the students and the instructor. A student 
may be more committed to the work of a course in his major 
field. Hence, his expectations and his willingness to 
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accept responsibility may differentiate him from other 
students. A possible means of influence which could be 
systematic is student personality (Doty, 1967; Pemberton, 
1963). Thus, findings for business students may differ 
from findings with, for example, liberal arts students. 
Liberal arts students have been found more creative than 
business students (Eisenman, 1969). More broadly, any of 
the dimensions of personality and situation not tapped 
by the maturity measures of the present study might also 
be systematically related to the responses of students in 
the present sample. 
The present findings may not apply to women, due 
to the low percentage of women in the classes studied. 
Number of women was limited by the available population, 
j^ot by intent of the writer. Interactions among students 
and between students and the instructor may have rendered 
the timing of the measurements of variables inappropriate. 
The leader-follower relationship is more fluid than cross- 
sectional data can represent. Thus, findings at any point 
in time may not be generalizable to another point in time. 
The present cross-sectional data provided insight into 
the relationships as they existed at an important tin 3 
during the semester. Insightful use of such data could 
involve longitudinal examination of the relationships 
studied. Then changes in behavior could be examined in 
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terms of the model. Such long-term studies might more 
fully represent the utility of the life-cycle model. 
They were, however, beyond the scope of the present 
research. 
As with other correlational studies, the present 
findings do not give evidence bearing on causality in the 
relationships among variables. This limitation is espe¬ 
cially important for inferences involving the relation- ^ 
ships between performance and satisfaction and between 
leadership behavior and effectiveness. 
Finally, the appropriateness of all measures used 
in the present study was open to at least some question. 
The findings of the present study were dependent upon 
the constructs as defined by the particular measures 
used. This limitation applied most strongly to the 
construct of task-relevant maturity, for which there was 
no standardized instrument. The maturity scales were 
imperfect because this study represented their first use 
to measure task-relevant maturity. This research was 
therefore imperfect. Future research may, however, 
benefit from knowledge of limitations brought to light 
by the present study. 
Organization of this Report 
The following four chapters of this report contain 
further explanations of the life-cycle model and this 
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project testing its use in explaining teacher effective¬ 
ness as measured by student satisfaction and student per¬ 
formance in the college classroom. Chapter two reviews 
the literature related to this project. Leadership 
behavior is discussed as it relates to effectiveness in 
industrial and in educational settings. Chapter three 
describes the procedure and method of the present 
research. Chapter four presents and discusses the results 
of this study. Hypotheses are tested, and relationships 
among the variables are discussed. Chapter five reviews 
the total project, presents conclusions, reviews limita¬ 
tions, and gives suggestions for further research. 
CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE AND CONCEPTS RELATED TO THE PROJECT 
Overview 
The total body of literature relating to the pres¬ 
ent research includes much of the writings both on leader¬ 
ship and on teacher evaluation which have separately been 
the subjects of several reviews. Leadership has been 
reviewed by Gibb (1969), Mann (1959), Stogdill (1948, 
1974). Teacher evaluation has been reviewed by \stin 
and Lee (1966), Cohen and Brawer (1969), Costin, Greenough, 
and Menges (1971), Gustad (1961, 1967), Kulik and 
McKeachie (1973), McKeachie (1963, 1969b), and Morsh 
and Wilder (1954). From these separate literatures is 
developing a relatively small but important common pattern 
which recognizes the similarities between teaching and 
leading. This pattern is cited in this chapter in support 
of the primary notions of the present study: (1) leader 
effectiveness depends in part upon the maturity of 
followers relative to the tasks they perform, (2) at least 
some aspects of teaching may be treated as leading, and 
(3) a college classroom is a logical setting for testing 
a situational model of leadership effectiveness. 
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This chapter presents the life-cycle model of 
leadership effectiveness (Hersey and Blanchard, 1969) 
and the rationale for its use to explain the effective¬ 
ness of a college teacher. The following points are made. 
Although there are many forms of effectiveness, the most 
fruitful explanations of a leader's effectivensss are 
generally accepted as the leader's behaviors. Effec¬ 
tiveness appears, however, to be situational, so that 
effectiveness of any behavior is contingent upon the 
moderating effects of several variables. From these 
moderators, the concept of follower maturity has emerged 
as interesting and potentially meaningful. Evidence 
supporting the similarities between teaching and leading 
also supports the life-cycle model as an explanation of 
leadership effectiveness. 
Life-Cycle Model of Leadership 
Description of the Model 
The life-cycle model of leadership (Hersey and 
Blanchard, 1969) rests on the notion that as the maturity 
of an individual or group changes, the most effective 
leadership style for this individual or group also 
changes. The works of several writers who have dealt 
with motivation of followers and with humanistic manage¬ 
ment provide the rationale for including follower maturity 
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as a variable in this leadership model. A prevalent point 
of view in this literature is the notion that the person¬ 
alities of followers have an important relation to follower 
attitudes and job behaviors, and hence to the quantity and 
quality of work performed. Cause and effect notwith¬ 
standing, the concepts and data presented by Argyris 
(1957), Herzberg (1966), Likert (1961), McGregor (1960), 
Maslow (1954), and Mayo (1931) all support the belief that 
the effective leader with low-maturity followers behaves 
differently from the effective leader with highly mature 
followers. 
According to the life-cycle model, as task-relevant 
maturity increases from a minimum to a maximum, the most 
effective leadership behavior changes through the four 
styles listed below and diagrammed in figure two (p. 25). 
Application to a college course is discussed. 
Low Follower Maturity: Style One 
At the lowest levels of task-relevant maturity, 
followers are not willing and may not be able to set 
3 
high goals for themselves. They are not demonstrating 
competence in their tasks. High frequencies of struc- 
This discussion draws heavily from descriptions of 
the life-cycle model, most recently presented in Robert H. 
Guest, Paul Hersey, and Kenneth H. Blanchard, Organiza¬ 
tional Change Through Effective Leadership (Englewood 
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1977). 
(
l
o
w
)
_
 
L
e
a
d
e
r 
C
o
n
s
id
e
r
a
ti
o
n
 
(h
ig
h
) 
25 
(mature) Follower Maturity (immature) 
Figure 2. Effective leadership styles for different 
levels of follower maturity. 
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turing behavior by the leader help the group set goals 
and give them direction. Low frequencies of considera¬ 
tion behavior avoid rewarding presently marginal work. 
The most effective leadership is seen as style one, low 
consideration-high structure. 
On the first day of a one-semester college course, 
students know relatively little of the content, the 
approach of the instructor, and other details relevant to 
setting and completing objectives for the course. While 
most instructors desire to be friendly, it is clear that 
of immediate importance is initiating the structure for 
the course. 
There seems at first to be equal reason to provide 
frequent consideration on this first uncertain day. In 
terms of the model, however, frequent consideration 
behavior for a group at the lowest level of task-relevant 
maturity is inappropriate for at least three reasons: 
(1) there will be few work behaviors at this point 
deserving of reinforcement; (2) frequent reinforcement 
would imply a random-learning model, which might well 
work, but is seen as less effective than initiation of 
structure; (3) the pattern of frequent reinforcement of 
low levels of task behavior might create unrealistic 
student estimates of (a) the amount of time to be devoted 
to "psychological stroking" and (b) the level of perfor- 
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mance to be expected in the future. Students may never 
increase performance levels if the instructor is overly 
satisfied at low levels. 
Moderate Follower Maturity: Style Two 
Followers of moderate task-relevant maturity have 
demonstrated some competence in the performance of initial 
tasks and have the motivation to attempt more difficult 
tasks. They may still, however, lack the ability or 
experience to act on their own. Continued high frequen¬ 
cies of structure by the leader provide the still-needed 
direction to help the group maintain its progress. The 
addition of high frequencies of consideration allows the 
leader to respond rewardingly to the increased performance 
and motivation. Further, the two-way communication 
involved in consideration behavior helps the leader 
achieve acceptance of his direction of the group. In 
Tannenbaum and Schmidt's (1958) terms, the leader "sells" 
the group. The most effective leadership is seen as style 
two, high consideration-high structure. 
In a college course, students usually soon demon¬ 
strate acceptable performance. Rapid action on the part 
of the effective instructor, showing approval through 
consideration behavior, reinforces these signs of task 
accomplishment. At this early point, however, a student 
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may still have many behaviors to learn to complete the 
course. Thus, while increasing the frequencies of con¬ 
sideration behaviors, the effective instructor continues 
to initiate structure frequently. Most students might 
expect to be moderately mature in the tasks of a course; 
therefore, most effective instructors might expect to 
display style-two leadership. 
Moderate-to-High Follower Maturity: Style Three 
Followers of moderate-to-high maturity have the 
competence to complete tasks (ability and experience). 
Continued high motivation may require, however, participa¬ 
tion by the followers in decision-making and goal-setting 
(Likert, 1967). Continued high frequencies of considera¬ 
tion by the leader maintain two-way channels of communica¬ 
tion that facilitate participation by the followers. 
Lowered frequencies of structure recognize the followers' 
competence and further encourage their participation and 
contribution to the direction and goal-setting of their 
group. The most effective leadership is seen as style 
three, high consideration-low structure. 
Students familiar and competent in the tasks of a 
course benefit from frequent feedback in the form of 
consideration and two-way communication with the instruc¬ 
tor. This behavior encourages continued high levels of 
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performance. In addition, reduced frequencies of struc¬ 
ture allow students to begin pursuit of their own direc¬ 
tions, subject still to the influence of the instructor's 
communications. 
High Follower Maturity: Style Four 
Followers at the highest level of maturity have 
sufficient ability and motivation to perform well in 
their tasks without frequent external influence from the 
leader of their group. The leader can demonstrate his 
confidence and trust by allowing the highly mature group 
to act as its own leader. The most effective leadership 
is seen as style four, low consideration-low structure. 
Many students will never reach the highest level of 
maturity before completing a course. For those who do, 
however, the instructor need not intrude on their work 
with frequent task suggestions or even distract them by 
frequent consideration behaviors. At this level of 
maturity, a student will find both direction (structure) 
and rewards (consideration) internally, and therefore find 
overt leadership behavior by the teacher distracting or 
even condescending. 
In summary, as the student grows in task-relevant 
maturity during a semester, the effective teacher will 
adjust leadership behaviors to fit new levels of maturity. 
In fact, the leader will most likely choose behaviors to 
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encourage development of maturity by treating the student 
as slightly more mature than may be the case. Thus, step- 
by step the instructor encourages development. On any 
given day the students in a course may represent several 
different maturity levels (Mann, et al., 1970). The 
effective instructor must match his leadership style to 
the maturity of the students with whom he interacts. 
Antecedents to the Life-Cycle Model 
Literature on the use of the life-cycle model of 
leadership in the college classroom is not to be found. 
There is, however, general acceptance of two propositions 
which support the model. First, leader behaviors bear 
importantly on leadership effectiveness (Stogdill/ 1974). 
Second, context or situation modifies the relationship 
between leadership behavior and effectiveness (Kerr, 
et al., 1974). Leadership styles and moderating variables 
are discussed separately belc»7 as they relate to the life- 
cycle model. 
Leadership Styles 
Leadership may generally be described as influence 
(Katz and Kahn, 1966). The leader's attempts to influence 
are now commonly described in terms of behaviors of leaders 
(Stogdill, 1974). But this was not always the case. 
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The massive literature on the subject of leadership 
attests both to mankind's concern with leadership and to 
mankind's inability to produce conclusive evidence favoring 
any one theory of leadership. 
From the beginning (of the study of leadership) 
it has been assumed that morale, group effective¬ 
ness, and leadership are all intimately related to 
one another. But as more and more research has 
been completed it has become increasingly clear 
that the relations among these different aspects 
of group life are exceedingly complex. The 
belief that a high level of group effectiveness 
can be achieved simply by the provision of "good" 
leaders, though still prevalent among many people 
concerned with the management of groups, now 
appears naive in light of research findings" 
(Cartwright and Zander, 1968, p. 301). 
Leadership has been studied from many perspectives, 
which Stogdill (1974) has grouped into six categories: 
great-man, environmental, personal-situational, inter- 
action-expectation, humanistic, and exchange. Of these, 
however, the models focussing on behaviors have proved 
most fruitful. 
The search for good leaders 
The limited success of the great-man and environ¬ 
mental theories seemed to lie in the attempt to explain 
leadership as the result of a single set of forces 
(Stogdill, 1974, p. 18). In studies of leadership traits, 
despite the fact that in particular instances a trait or 
traits might appear significant to leadership, there has 
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been little concensus on any generally important universal 
trait or combination of traits (Gibb, 1969; Mann, 1959). 
In a slightly more sophisticated fashion, the interactive 
theories attempted to correct this narrow outlook by 
including various combinations of forces. 
Cattell (1951) described leadership as a dynamic 
interaction between leader and followers in which the 
leader served the group through two primary functions. 
The leader was seen to help the group: (1) to find the 
means of achieving an already present goal, and (2) to 
select further goals. 
Repeated interactions of group members and the 
leader may be associated with expectations concerning 
future actions. This common suggestion linked the basic 
elements of several theories. 
Hemphill (1954), Homans (1950), and Stogdill (1959) 
described leadership as arising from behaviors which 
coincide with group expectations. Bass (1960) included as 
leadership the ability to change the expectations of the 
group and thus to change group motivations and direction. 
Evans (1970) and House (1971) included goals and 
paths to goals in their formulations of leadership. The 
leader controls both the rewards relevant to group members 
and the means of attainment of these rewards. Improved 
performance of the group thus depends upon the leader’s 
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ability to create in followers: (1) the expectation that 
certain behaviors (paths) can lead to goal attainment, and 
(2) the perception that rewards and punishments are con¬ 
tingent upon performance directed toward goals. By 
clarifying paths to goals, a leader initiates structure 
for the group. By creating the perception of relevant, 
abundant rewards, the leader exhibits consideration for 
the group. 
The focus on leader behavior 
Subsequent analyses of leadership research which 
had been conducted prior to World War Two (Bird, 1940? 
Jenkins, 1947? Stogdill, 1948) suggested four conclusions: 
(1) selection of leaders on the basis of traits was largely 
unsuccessful? (2) leaders and followers might differ on 
many traits? (3) traits necessary in a successful leader 
differed with the situation? and (4) the interaction 
between leader and followers could not be ignored. 
In order to overcome some of these problems, the 
Ohio State Leadership Studies attempted to measure leader 
behaviors. Two major dimensions of leader behavior emerged 
from factor-analytic studies by Halpin and Winer (1957). 
These two factors accounted for most of the variance in 
leader behavior and were termed consideration and initia¬ 
tion of structure (Hemphill and Coons, 1957). Considera¬ 
tion behavior reveals a leader's human interest in 
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followers, while initiating structure (or, simply, 
structure) displays a desire to complete the task at hand. 
Analyses revealed the existence of these two fac¬ 
tors in a variety of leadership situations, languages, and 
cultures: (1) university summer-school students (Hemphill 
and Coons, 1957; Hemphill, 1957), (2) bomber crews (Halpin 
and Winer, 1957), (3) industrial foremen (Fleishman, 
Harris, and Burt, 1955), (4) Sweden (Lennerlof, 1965), 
(5) the Netherlands (Philipsen, 1965), and (6) Germany 
(Tscheulin, 1973). 
The concept of two dimensions of leadership behavior 
has both theoretical and empirical foundations. Deutsch 
(1949) suggested and supported three categories of group 
behavioral functions. These were: (1) task functions, 
which facilitate the immediate solution of a problem, 
(2) group-maintenance functions, which maintain, 
strengthen, and regulate the group, and (3) individual or 
self-serving functions, which satisfy individual needs 
but provide satisfactions in which other members cannot 
participate. Task functions and maintenance functions 
were supported as contributing to group effectiveness. 
Self-serving functions detracted from effectiveness. 
Leadership has been examined in terms of general 
supervisory relationships (Bowers and Seashore, 1966; 
Kahn and Katz, 1960; Likert, 1961; Zaleznik and Moment, 
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1964). It has been suggested (Bowers and Seashore, 1966) 
that successful leadership behaviors tend to occur in four 
categories: (1) support — behavior which enhances the 
feeling of personal warmth and importance to someone else, 
(2) interaction facilitation — behavior which encourages 
members of the group to develop close, mutually satis¬ 
fying relationships, (3) goal emphasis — behavior which 
stimulates an enthusiasm for meeting the group's goal or 
achieving excellent performance, and (4) work facilita¬ 
tion — behavior which helps achieve the group goal by 
such activities as scheduling, coordinating, planning, and 
providing resources such as information, technical knowl¬ 
edge, tools, and materials. These dimensions were similar 
to the four factors found empirically by the Ohio State 
studies. The similar terms were (a) support and considera¬ 
tion, (b) interaction facilitation and sensitivity, (c) 
goal emphasis and production emphasis, and (d) work facili¬ 
tation and initiating structure. 
Despite the slight differences in perspectives and 
in terms used to describe the behaviors, the two basic 
leadership factors in both theory and empirical research 
findings remain eseentially similar. The findings of 
additional leadership behavior factors have not altered 
this basic fact (Stogdill, Goode, and Day, 1962). Hence, 
many terms refer to the behavior underlying the notion 
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suggested by the factor consideration: support, relation¬ 
ships, people-oriented, employee-centered. Several teirms 
pair with these to refer to the underlying notion suggested 
by the factor initiating structure: work facilitation, 
task, job-oriented, supervisor-centered. Blanchard (1975, 
personal communication) has suggested that, at least for 
the purpose of applying the life-cycle model (Hersey and 
Blanchard, 1969), the two general notions make sufficient 
distinctions for describing leadership styles. Leadership 
style has therefore been defined as the combination of 
consideration and structure employed by a particular 
leader. 
Selected findings by leadership style 
Given the dimensions of consideration and structure, 
leadership behaviors may meaningfully be represented by 
four styles: (1) low consideration-high structure, (2) 
high consideration-high struc-'ure, (3) high consideration- 
low structure, and (4) low consideration-low structure. 
It thus appeared that the continuum of supervisory 
behavior which placed employee-centeredness at one 
end and production-centeredness at the other was 
less in accord with the facts than a four-fold 
classification of supervisors which would include 
two additional types — the supervisor who com¬ 
bined employee and production orientation and the 
supervisor who gave neither of these emphases to 
his role (Kahn, 1956, pp. 44-45). 
High consideration-high structure has generally been 
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thought to be the superior style and low consideration- 
low structure the least effective (Blake and Mouton, 
1964; Stogdill, 1974). There is evidence, however, that 
there are circumstances in which each of the four styles 
may become the best choice of an effective leader. 
Style one (low consideration-high structure) 
leadership has been supported as most effective in military 
combat (Christner and Hemphill, 1955), industrial produc¬ 
tivity (Fleishman, 1957), and manual labor (Katz, et al., 
1951; Mannheim, Rim, and Grinberg, 1967). Generally, the 
successful use of this style has been associated with 
followers' needs or desires for structure. 
Style two (high consideration-high structure) 
leadership has been supported as most effective for school 
administrators (Fast, 1964; Hemphill, 1955); industrial 
supervisors (Gruenfield and Weissenberg, 1966); military 
leaders in combat (Halpin, 1954), and teachers (Greenfield 
and Andrews, 1961). Two reasons that style two might be 
the most effective style for the majority of work groups 
are: (1) most groups may expect this style (Eden and 
Leviatan, 1974), and (2) most groups may be comprised 
of persons in the intermediate range of maturity, for 
which the life-cycle model prescribes this style, a pro¬ 
position popularly and speculatively supported by the 
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notion of the Peter Principle (Peter and Hull, 1969). 
Style three (high consideration-low structure) 
leadership has been supported as most effective for mili¬ 
tary groups in training (Halpin, 1954), production groups 
(Fleishman, 1957; Fleishman and Harris, 1962; Katz, 
Maccoby, and Morse, 1950), and high-ability students 
(McKeachie, 1954). Subordinate satisfaction with freedom 
of action accompanies this style (Stogdill, 1965), per¬ 
haps a major reason why groups tend to prefer this style. 
But the satisfaction-related measures which tend to 
increase with increased consideration are not always 
accompanied by increases in performance-related measures. 
Because performance and satisfaction bear no necessary 
interrelation (Brayfield and Crocket, 1955), it may be 
necessary for a leader to choose between group satisfac¬ 
tion and group performance as a criterion when selecting 
a leadership style. 
Style four (low consideration-low structure) leader¬ 
ship has generally been considered ineffective (Blake and 
Mouton, 1964; Stogdill, 1974). Several studies showed 
this style to be undesirable in terms of grievances. 
The Peter Principle suggests that promotion of 
highly successful persons leaves the typical work group 
with persons of no more than moderate maturity. 
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turnover, reputation, and satisfaction (Fleishman, Harris, 
and Burt, 1955; Halpin, 1954; Hemphill, 1955; Stogdill and 
Coons, 1957). These findings do not, however, refute the 
life-cycle model, because style four was proposed as 
effective for only those relatively few groups who are 
very highly mature. Follower maturity may therefore 
account for the findings which support this style among, 
for example, life insurance agents (Likert, 1961), and 
laboratory scientists (Morse and Lorsch, 1970). 
Leadership style alone can not explain the diversity 
of research outcomes. There is apparently no one best 
style, just as there is no one best trait for leaders. 
Rather than discard the concept of leadership styles, 
however, researchers have sought explanations for the 
different relationships between style and effectiveness in 
terms of situational measures. 
Moderating Variables 
The importance of the two primary factors in leader 
behavior—consideration and (initiating) strucrure—seems 
well founded (Fleishman, 1973). But as Korman (1966) has 
pointed out, the significance of these factors lies in 
describing behavior of leaders, not in explaining or pre¬ 
dicting effectiveness. This key distinction, between 
description of behavior and explanation of effectiveness. 
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has been overlooked by many writers. 
Several writers have, however, commented on the 
need for a description of the conditions moderating the 
relationship of consideration and structure on organiza¬ 
tional effectiveness (Badin, 1971; Fleishman, 1973; Graen, 
et al., 1972; Korman, 1966; Vroom, 1973). But the compre¬ 
hensive description of these moderating variables has been 
difficult for at least two reasons. First, the sheer 
number of moderating variables has made the set nearly 
impossible to list, despite attempts at categorization of 
variables (Filley and House, 1969; Kerr, et , 1974). 
Second, due to the large number of variables involved, the 
potential interactions have become so complex that con¬ 
ceptualization of a complete model is improbable. 
Fiedler's (1967) decade-old warning/apology has become 
perhaps more applicable than when he made it: "The reader 
will have to bear with the complexities which the story 
Cof leadership effectiveness^ entails. A pretzel-shaped 
universe requires pretzel-shaped hypotheses" (p. 14). No 
comprehensive model is yet to be found which explicity 
incorporates all of the constructs known to affect the 
relationship of leadership behavior and leadership effec¬ 
tiveness . 
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The leadership situation 
In a review of research literature, Filley and House 
(1969) found the following situational variables to have an 
impact on leadership effectiveness: (a) the previous his¬ 
tory of the organization, the age of the previous incumbent 
in the leader’s position, the age of the leader and his 
previous experience, (b) the community in which the orga¬ 
nization operates, (c) the particular work requirements 
of the group, (d) the psychological climate of the group 
being led, (e) the kind of job the leader holds, (f) the 
size of the group led, (g) the degree to which group- 
member cooperation is required, (h) the cultural expecta¬ 
tions of subordinates, (i) group-member personalities, and 
(j) the time required and allowed for decision making 
(p. 409) , ' Summarizing several studies, Filley and House 
(1969) suggested that supportive leadership is most effec¬ 
tive when: (a) decisions are routine, (b) information 
required for effective decision-making cannot be standard¬ 
ized or centralized, (c) decisions need not be made rapidly 
(allowing time for followers to participate), (d) sub¬ 
ordinates have a strong need for independence, (e) sub¬ 
ordinates regard their participation as legitimate, (f) 
followers see themselves as contributing to decision 
making, and (g) followers are confident of their ability 
to work without close supervision (pp. 404-405). In 
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addition, the supportive leader seems to have groups with 
the following characteristics: less turnover and fewer 
grievances, less intragroup stress, a view of the leader 
himself as more desirable, and frequently greater pro¬ 
ductivity . 
Kerr (et , 1974) listed the following variables 
as capable of exerting strong influence on the relationship 
of leadership behaviors and effectiveness: (1) pressure, 
(2) task-related satisfaction, (3) subordinate need for 
information, (4) job level, (5) subordinate expectations, 
(6) congruence of leadership styles (in an organization), 
(7) subordinate's organizational independence, (8) leader 
upward influence, and (9) miscellaneous factors. Pre¬ 
sumably Dubin would take exception to this list as not 
directly including the possible effects of technology 
(Dubin, 1965) on the relationships. Thus, any categoriza¬ 
tion currently offered is likely to overlook some situ¬ 
ational measure which may be important. 
Below are discussed two sets of illustrative 
findings regarding the leadership situation. First, two 
studies show how changing situations can relate to changes 
in the effectiveness of particular leadership styles. 
Second, stress is discussed as an example of a situational 
variable which may impact on follower maturity. 
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Two related studies indicate the importance of the 
situation in determining the effectiveness of leadership 
behaviors. Both studies observed the effects of close 
supervision (high structure) on low-producing and high- 
producing groups. 
In an insurance company, supervisors of low-pro¬ 
ducing clerical groups employed close supervision, 
appearing to exhibit low consideration-high structure. 
Close supervision included directing rush work through 
clerical channels, giving specific directions on how to 
complete such work, and elaborately explaining new pro¬ 
cedures which were similar to old procedures (Katz, 
Maccoby, and Morse, 1950). Supervisors of high-producing 
groups appeared more considerate and less structuring. 
Katz (^ , 1951) repeated the insurance company 
study using railroad work gangs, with different results. 
Foremen of high-producing sections reported frequent 
structuring behaviors: planning, performing skilled tasks. 
Workers in high-producing sections perceived their leaders 
as better planners, teachers of new skills and duties. 
Close supervision (high-structure leadership) had 
opposite effects in these two situations. Apparently the 
work methods of the insurance company were sufficiently 
standardized that detailed supervision provided little 
help to the workers because the clerks already knew their 
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jobs. The railroad workers, on the other hand, were per¬ 
forming unstandardized jobs relatively new to them. In 
this situation the workers were still learning their jobs 
and benefitted from foremen's structuring styles of 
leadership. 
These findings therefore support the prescriptions 
of the life-cycle model (Hersey and Blanchard, 1969). 
Until a group develops maturity in performing its tasks, 
the effective leader provides high structure. But when a 
group becomes mature in task performance, the effective 
leader should utilize less frequent structure. Many other 
findings suggest that a change in leadership style should 
accompany a change in follower maturity. 
For example, stress, in the form of time pressure, 
pressure for performance, or ambiguity, may reduce the 
capacity of a person to deal with a task and thereby make 
him less task-mature. Devereux (1955) and Alexander (1955) 
suggested in psychoanalytic terms that a subject confronted 
with an unsolvable task returns to dependence on external 
parental help rather than rely on his own resources. Thus, 
crises and stressful situations involve desires for or 
acceptance of high-structure leadership by followers 
(Devereux, 1955; Fodor, 1976; Hamblin, 1958; Mulder, 1963; 
Polls, 1964; Rosenbaum and Rosenbaum, 1971; White and 
Lippitt, 1960). And military officers' ratings differ in 
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offices and in the field (Flanagan, 1949; Gibb, 1969). 
But increased structure was effective only in situations 
where the stress blocked attainment of important goals of 
group members (Fleishman, et al., 1955; Dawson, et al., 
1972; House, 1971; Kavanaugh, 1972; Kerr, ^ a]^. , 1974; 
Korten, 1972; Soliman, Hartman, and Olinger, 1972). 
The more mature person may be better equipped to 
deal with complexities and desire more independence than 
the less mature person (Argyris, 1964; Heath, 1965). 
In this light it is not surprising that changes in task 
complexities (House, Filley, and Gujarati, 1971) and in 
need for independence or willingness to accept responsi¬ 
bility (Herold, 1974) have been associated with changes 
in the style-effectiveness relationship. Task-relevant 
maturity may therefore be considered a potentially 
important leadership variable. 
Contingency leadership 
Attempts to include some of the aspects of the 
situation of leadership as moderators of effectiveness 
have become known as contingency views of leadership. 
This approach is not new. Sanford (1950) and Vroom 
(1959) indicated that the same type of leadership 
behavior may have different effects on followers with 
different personalities. Herold (1974) pointed out. 
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however, that the number of investigations of specific 
personality characteristics of followers has been limited. 
Korman (1973) defined contingency leadership. He 
described three necessary elements in a contingency 
leadership relation: (1) a dimension of leader behavior, 
(2) a criterion by which a leader's effectiveness may be 
determined, and (3) some situational variable. Further, 
the correlation between the leader behavior and the 
criterion must be predicted to assume a different func¬ 
tional form at different levels of the situational 
variable. By this definition the following are "non¬ 
contingency"; (1) a prediction that a leadership behavior 
and a criterion are correlated (with no situational 
variable involved), or (2) a prediction that a situational 
variable and a criterion for leadership effectiveness are 
correlated (with no leadership behavior involved). 
McGregor's (1960) theory-Y assumptions of management, 
for example, did not alone constitute a continger cy theory. 
They lacked the change in the form of the relationship 
among variables. 
Perhaps the best-known of the contingency approaches 
to leadership has been Fiedler's (1967) contingency theory 
of leadership effectiveness. But, despite the acknowledged 
value of Fiedler's popularization of the concept of con- 
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tingency, many writers have become ready to look beyond 
Fiedler's model (Graen, ^ al., 1970; Stinson and Tracy, 
1974). As a comparison to the life-cycle model, Fiedler's 
model is discussed as one other means of dealing with the 
contingent nature of the leadership situation. 
Fiedler considered the favorableness-of-the- 
situation important to a leader's effectiveness. By 
favorableness he meant the extent to which the situation 
allows a leader to exert influence, in terms of: (1) 
leader position power, (2) task structure, and (3) leader- 
member relations (Fiedler, 1967). When the situation is 
either very difficult or very easy for the leader, task- 
oriented leader behaviors are said to be most effective. 
On the other hand, when the situation imposes moderate 
leadership demands, Fiedler argued that relationship- 
oriented leadership behaviors tend to be most effective. 
Hence, Fiedler suggested that the leader should, through 
task emphasis, give strong direction to the group when 
he can (high favorableness) or must (low favorableness). 
When the situation allows the leader only moderate 
influence (intermediate favorableness), the effective 
leader would share decision-making with the group and 
emphasize relationships. 
Fiedler apparently did not want a leader to share 
influence willingly with subordinates. The life-cycle 
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model, on the other hand, suggests that leadership effec¬ 
tiveness indeed results from the sharing of influence 
between leader and follower. As the leader changes in 
order from style one to style four, he allows the followers 
increased participation and influence (Tannenbaum and 
Schmidt, 1958). The situation dictates the appropriate 
amount of sharing, and hence the appropriate leadership 
style. 
The life-cycle model thus recognizes the nature of 
the individual as seeking fulfillment through initiative, 
responsibility, and self-direction (Argyris, 1957). Just 
as a person grows and matures in his social life, so he 
seeks to grow and mature in his work life (National 
Industrial Conference Board, 1971): 
For the mature individual, work may be a means 
of personal growth; it may satisfy his need for 
achievement, creativity, and self-fulfillment. 
Work, then, has become more than a means for 
economic survival, and it is apparent that in 
this age of affluence with its more sophisiti- 
cated population, people won't work long or well 
at a job that offers no challenge or meaning 
(p. ii). 
The growth potential of working man is a central 
concept of many theories which recognize the basic 
dichotomy of McGregor's (1960) theory-X and theory-Y 
assumptions (Meyers, 1970). The state of a work group's 
development along the continuum from one extreme (X) to 
the other (Y) represents a major dimension in the leader- 
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ship framework. 
Although the thrust of the maturity concept is to 
increase the participation of followers, the effective 
leader recognizes limits (Likert, 1961): 
Available research findings indicate, there¬ 
fore, that when . . . the amount of participa¬ 
tion used is less than or very much greater than 
expected, an unfavorable reaction is likely to be 
evoked. Substantially greater amounts of partici¬ 
pation than expected appear to exceed the skills 
(maturity) of the subordinate to cope with it and 
produce a negative reaction because of the 
threatening nature of the situation of the sub¬ 
ordinate. The available theory and research 
findings suggest that the best results obtain when 
the amount of participation used is somewhat 
greater than expected by the subordinates, but 
still within their capacity to respond to it 
effectively. 
The employee participation encouraged by style-three (high 
consideration-low structure) leadership, for example, is 
not always appropriate, but suited only to followers of 
well-developed maturity. Thus, not style alone but the 
match between leadership style and follower maturity 
determines leader effectiveness. 
The Teacher-Student Interaction As a 
Leader-Follower Relationship 
Contingency approaches to leadership may explain 
some of the appropriate matches of teaching styles and 
students. It seems clearly to be true that not all 
students or teachers would choose the same style of 
teaching (Mann, et al., 1970). Four comments seem to 
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support the suggestion that teaching effectiveness may 
meaningfully be studied in terms of leadership effec¬ 
tiveness : 
1. What students do in a course may be considered 
work, and the students may be considered work 
groups (Mann, al^. , 1970) . 
2. Much as sets of leadership behaviors have been 
described as styles of leadership (Hersey and 
Blanchard, 1972), sets of both teaching 
behaviors and learning behaviors have been 
described in terms of styles (Mann, et al., 
1970). 
3. Moderating variables have been reported to 
affect both leadership effectiveness (Badin, 
1974; Eerold, 1974; Kerr, Schriesheim, Murphy, 
and Stogdill, 1974) and teaching effectiveness 
(Tallmage and Shearer, 1971; Thelen, 1968; 
Wheeler, 1973). 
4. There have been attempts to match workers with 
leadership styles (Fleishman and Hunt, 1973; 
Green, Dansereau, and Minami, 1972; Korten, 
1962; Mulder, 1963; Polls, 1964; Tannenbaum 
and Schmidt, 1958; Weed, Mitchell, and Moffitt, 
1976) and students with teaching styles (Briggs, 
1947; Cronback, 1967; Dowaliby and Schumer, 
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1971; Epperson, 1963; Hall, 1970; Nelson, 1966; Smith, 
1964; Tallmage and Shearer, 1971). 
Discussed below are measures applied to teaching 
as leading, beginning with student evaluations, a common 
measure of faculty teaching effectiveness (Gustad, 1967; 
Kent, 1966). 
Student Evaluation of Teaching 
A large body of literature produced over the last 
fifty years has established the general reliability of 
student evaluations of college teaching and tested many 
possible relationships in the data gathered. For example, 
the means of twenty-five or more ratings were "as reli¬ 
able as the better mental tests available: (Guthrie, 1954; 
Remmers, 1960); and male and female students have rated 
their instructors similarly (Remmers and Elliot, 1948; 
Spencer, 1965). In addition, there have been tests of 
the effects of students' age and overall gradepoint 
average. Teacher variables studied include sex, age, 
academic rank, and teaching experience. Also studied 
have been number of students in the class and whether 
the course was required. Such tests of demographic 
variables, while applicable to developing norms, have not 
generally led to fruitful explanations of possible under¬ 
lying relationships (Costin, Greenough, and Menges, 1971). 
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In contrast, the smaller number of studies which 
have considered the personalities of teachers show results 
consistently indicating correlations with student ratings 
(Getzels and Jackson, 1963, Isaacson, McKeachie, and 
Milholland, 1963; McKeachie, 1963; Remmers, 1963; Veldman 
and Peck, 1963). Equally revealing has been the relation 
of ratings to personality characteristics of the students 
themselves (Rezler, 1965; Riechmann, 1974). There has 
been evidence that teaching method effectiveness can vary 
considerably as a function of certain student character¬ 
istics, such as creativity, achievement, and social needs 
(Doty, 1967). Other results have shown different faculty 
personality scores to correlate with a given factor score 
on evaluations, but in opposite directions in some 
instances from one instructor to another (Yonge and 
Sassanrath, 19 68) . The instructor and student are two 
aspects of the same situation, whose behaviors and per¬ 
sonalities seem inseparable without loss of understanding. 
Research has supported the importance of the student- 
instructor relationship, particularly learning styles and 
teaching styles (Cronbach and Snow, 1969; Cunningham, 
1975; Grasha, 1971; Mann, e^ , 1970; Thelen, 1968). 
Findings with student evaluation instruments have 
been somewhat mixed, however, probably due to the wide 
variation among instruments (Trent and Cohen, 1973). It 
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is becoming increasingly apparent that the explanation of 
scores on student evaluations of teachers must include 
many situational variables beyond the standard demographic 
measures listed above. In short, a contingency approach 
is called for. The necessary ingredients are present in 
the college classroom to examine the teacher-student 
interaction as a leader-follower relationship, and a 
growing body of literature has shown the promise of such 
an approach. 
The Teacher as a Leader 
A series of studies in Canadian schools supported 
the relationship between academic achievement of students 
and the leader behavior of teachers and principals 
(Greenfield and Andrews (1961): "Among the many kinds of 
behavior which are to be found inside a classroom, the 
intergrative, goal-directed kinds of behavior associated 
with leadership are likely to be prominent" (p. 94). The 
Canadian Leadership Studies plus several theses, notably 
Dawson's (1970), make up the base of the literature on 
the classroom use of leadership measures. 
Dawson (1970) listed several reasons for the class¬ 
room setting as a desirable research arena for the study 
of leadership: (1) the setting is realistic; (2) a 
history of leader-coworker interaction is an implicit part 
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of the setting (not present in a laboratory experiment); 
(3) the classroom setting offers new perspectives on 
educational research; (4) there has been support for the 
operation of consideration and structure in the classroom 
(p. 19). Two additional reasons Dawson claimed for his 
own research but are unlikely to be present in most class¬ 
room settings were an experimental manipulation of leader¬ 
ship style^ and an objective criterion claimed for measure¬ 
ment of instructor effectiveness. 
Dawson (1970) reported strong support for two 
hypotheses; (1) high consideration is more effective than 
low consideration, (2) high structure is more effective 
than low structure. Although it did not result in the 
highest performance, the style of high-consideration-low 
structure seemed best received by the students. 
Debriefing of students after the experiment pro¬ 
duced interesting findings. Students taught under either 
high consideration-high structure of high consideration-low 
structure were interested to learn of the experiment but 
were "not overly concerned" (Dawson, 1970, p. 66). Stu¬ 
dents taught under low consideration-high structure showed 
amazement then full acceptance. Finally, students taught 
A procedure subject to ethical criticism, the dis¬ 
cussion of which was beyond the scope of the present study. 
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under low consideration-low structure had a "bitter" 
reaction followed by complaints to all persons involved. 
Apparently, the low consideration-low structure group felt 
cheated in the teaching process. This reaction supports 
the notion of the importance of a leader’s negotiating a 
leadership style with followers. 
Using a growth measure of student achievement, 
Greenfield and Andrews (1961) concluded that leadership 
ratings on consideration and structure of teachers both 
by students and by other teachers accounted for approxi¬ 
mately eighteen percent and two percent, respectively, of 
achievement growth of eleventh-grade students on depart¬ 
mental examinations. Principal descriptions accounted for 
much less. 
Despite the low percentage of variance in student 
growth attributable to leadership behaviors of teachers, 
the findings were considered important in the face of 
potentially overwhelming uncontrolled variables (previous 
student learning, total school environment, socio-economic 
background, motivation, teacher experience, and teacher 
training) (Greenfield and Andrews, 1961, p. 100). 
Greenfield and Andrews (1961) reached the following con¬ 
clusions: (1) raters tend to agree in their descriptions 
of teacher leader behaviors (students, other teachers, and 
principals); (2) teachers exhibiting high levels of leader- 
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ship behaviors have students showing high achievement 
growth; (3) structure was more strongly related to student 
growth than was consideration; (4) students and other 
teachers provided ratings more related to student growth 
than those of principals (p. 101). 
Two apparently natural teaching styles, student- 
centered and teacher-centered (Anderson, 1959; Asch, 1951; 
McKeachie, 1954) parallel the two styles of leadership pro¬ 
posed by several researchers as employee-centered and 
supervisor-centered or job-centered (Blake and Mouton, 
1964; Fiedler, 1967; Kahn and Katz, 1960; Likert, 1961). 
McKeachie (1954) discussed student-centered teaching as 
appropriate for students of high ability, but he suggested 
a need for directive teaching of poorer students. Student- 
centered teaching of the more-able students would be simi¬ 
lar to the leadership style three (high consideration-low 
structure) suggested by the life-cycle model (Hersey and 
Blanchard, 1969) for followers of relatively high maturity. 
On the other hand, Briggs (1947) demonstrated support for 
intense involvement by both the instructor and superior 
students. The leadership behavior indicated by this 
approach might be high-structure, and the effective use 
of high-structure with mature followers would tend to 
support Fielder's (1967) contingency model rather than the 
life-cycle model. It appears that educators began to 
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utilize contingency approaches to teaching before the 
leadership literature began to note the importance of 
moderating variables for effective leadership styles. 
Contingency Teaching 
Considerable variation has been reported in the 
description of strengths and weaknesses of teaching styles. 
What was perceived as good teaching depended as much upon 
the expectations of students as upon the ability of the 
faculty member concerned (Knapper, 1972).' Sorey (1968) 
found that the description of the ideal teacher may differ 
between students and faculty. Characteristics commonly 
valued by teachers were more associated with teachers stu¬ 
dents rated inferior (than with teachers rated highly by 
students). Reichmann (1974) noted that: 
. . . (s)tudents seem to rate the teacher 
highly on those teacher behaviors which are 
consistent with their learning styles and 
poorly on those behaviors which are not (p. 66). 
Mann (et , 1970) suggested that each student in a class 
is different, a concept implied by Schein*s (1970) descrip¬ 
tion of a complex man. 
Smith (1964) noted the importance of student person¬ 
ality, including needs, and the desirability of matching 
teachers and students in order to improve teacher effec¬ 
tiveness. Considerations of student characteristics have 
also included suggestions that teachers address separately 
58 
the many talents (academic, creative, planning, communi-.. 
eating, forecasting, and decision making) of students 
(Taylor, 1974) or select groups of students on the basis 
of similarities (Thelen, 1968). 
Pemberton (1963) concluded that differences in 
motivation become increasingly more important for deter¬ 
mining the achievement of college students at the higher 
educational levels. At the lower levels, he saw ability 
as relatively more important. 
Dixon and Morse (1961) reported that teacher 
personality did not appear to predict the effectiveness 
of teachers. Lewis (1964) measured no significant bio¬ 
logical differences between teachers rated high and low 
in effectiveness. Yet student values have been suggested 
to be important in understanding student ratings of 
teachers (Levinthal, Lansky, and Andrews, 1971). Reichmann 
(1974) reported relationships between student personality 
and student evaluations of faculty. 
Personality of college students has also been 
reported as an important determinant of success (grades) 
in college. Goodstein and Heilbrun (1962) suggested that: 
. . . success of relatively bright and dull males 
is more determined by intellectual factors than 
is the case for average ability males. In the 
average-ability group, intelligence factors are 
less predictive of success than personality 
factors (p. 320). 
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There is therefore support for the inclusion of situational 
and personality measures, such as maturity, in models 
seeking to explain teaching effectiveness. 
The classroom can be considered a social system in 
which the characteristics of both the teacher and the stu¬ 
dents play a role in determining the effectiveness of the 
teacher (Cronback and Snow, 1969; Goldberg, 1969; 
McKeachie, 1969a; Reichman, 1974; Schmuck and Schmuck, 
1971). In'particular, the classroom may be considered a 
work situation in which the students form task groups and 
the teacher is an appointed leader (Dawson, 1970; Mann, 
et al., 1970). 
Mann (et al., 1970) noted that during a semester a 
class can develop in maturity, and hence require different 
leadership styles. Different students, teachers, content, 
points-in-development-of-a-class call for different 
emphases on various aspects of teaching (Mann, a^., 
1970). They advocate, therefore, not a particular style 
of teaching but a style of thinking about teaching. This 
approach could be called contingency teaching. 
In a college classroom there is an interplay 
between a teacher and students. A particular teacher with 
a particular way of dealing with students meets an array 
of quite different students, each with an individual view 
of the task and an individual interpersonal style. The 
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result is that the classroom contains a human group which 
develops its own history and own unique techniques for 
achieving (or blocking) the collective avility to work 
toward common tasks and effective goals (Mann, e^ al., 
1970). 
The question of teaching as leadership involves, 
therefore implicit or explicit teacher decisions about 
what the student needs and how and when to provide it. 
The evaluation of teachers by students in part measures 
the students' reactions to these decisions about implemen¬ 
tations of styles of behavior. 
Effectiveness Measures 
If leadership effectiveness is measured in terms of 
the level of achievement of a particular goal, there may 
however, be as many effectiveness measures as there are 
goals. Dubin (1965) discussed six managerial goals aside 
from productivity: (1) worker morale or satisfaction, 
(2) worker autonomy, (3) consideration for workers by 
management, (4) sensitivity to workers by management, 
(5) worker participation, and (6) rewarding workers 
(pp. 10-50). The concept of a single criterion for 
performance is therefore unrealistic (Dunnette, 1963). 
A dual approach to effectiveness may include mea¬ 
sures of both productivity and satisfaction of followers. 
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There is reason to take this approach in the measurement 
of teaching effectiveness. Mager (1968) strongly advocated 
the notion that effective teaching should enhance both the 
test performance of a class in a subject and the approach 
behaviors (liking) for the subject matter by the class. 
The students are the best source of information on 
student satisfaction (Mager, 1968; McKeachie, 1969b). 
Although subject to criticism as a source of objective, 
reliable data, the instructor has been the most logical 
source of information on student performance. Superior's 
rating was reported as the most frequently used criterion 
for performance of subordinates (Dunnette, 1963). 
Summary of Key Concepts 
The purpose of this chapter was to review the 
literature relating to the desirability of using a 
situational model of leadership to explain teacher effec¬ 
tiveness in a college classroom. Key issues and concepts 
from the literature are briefly summarized below. 
Of many possible descriptions of leaders and leader¬ 
ship, the most useful has seemed to be to measure leader 
behavior in terms of two empirically demonstrated factors. 
These factors, consideration and structure, have been shown 
to account for most of the variance in leader behavior 
(Halpin and Winer, 1957). If the frequency of each of 
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these behaviors is divided into two levels, high and low, 
four styles of leadership can be conceptualized. These 
four styles of leadership are (1) low consideration-high 
structure, (2) high consideration-high structure, (3) high 
consideration-low structure, and (4) low consideration- 
low structure. 
The effectiveness of a leader seems to depend not 
only upon these two factors but on how well leadership 
styles are suited to the particular situation in which a 
work group operates (Korman, 1966). There has been, 
however, no clear definition of the leadership situation, 
although several variables have been proposed and tested 
for their moderating influence (Kerr, , 1974). 
One concept of the leadership situation concerns 
the development of the work group. As the group develops, 
the most effective combination of leadership behaviors 
changes. Hersey and Blanchard (1969) proposed that this 
development be measured in terms of a construct they 
named task-relevant maturity. They defined task-delevant 
maturity as a combination of need-for achievement, will- 
ingness-to-accept-responsibility-for-task-outcomes, and 
ability-or-experience-with-the-task. As group maturity 
increases, the effective leader decreases the frequency 
of structure behaviors from high at low maturity to low 
at high maturity. The effective leader also changes the 
63 
frequency of consideration behaviors as the group matures. 
As the group matures, he changes the frequency of con¬ 
sideration behaviors from low at low maturity, to high at 
intermediate maturity, to low at high maturity. 
Much of the behavior of a classroom teacher may be 
described in terms of leadership behavior (Greenfield and 
Andrews, 1961). The teacher-student relation may therefore 
be considered a leader-follower relation, and teacher 
effectiveness may be explained in terms of leader effec¬ 
tiveness (Dawson, 1970; Greenfield and Andrews, 1961). 
Two important components of leader effectiveness are 
follower performance and follower satisfaction. But these 
components do not necessarily increase and decrease 
together (Brayfield and Crockett, 1955). Therefore, a 
leader may find it impossible to maximize simultaneously 
the performance and the satisfaction of a work group. It 
is important, then, in discussing the effectiveness of a 
leader or a teacher to distinguish between satisfaction 
and performance of followers (Mager, 1968). 
These concepts combine to suggest that the life- 
cycle model (Hersey and Blanchard, 1969) might provide 
explanation of the teaching effectiveness of a college 
teacher. Chapter three presents and discusses the 
methodology used to test this suggestion. 
CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURE AND METHOD 
There are four main parts to this chapter discussing 
the procedure and method of the present research. The 
first part explains the hypotheses as they relate to the 
life-cycle model of leadership (Hersey and Blanchard, 
1969). The second part describes the subjects of this 
research, college students in a course in organizational 
behavior. The third part discusses the instruments used 
to collect data for testing the hypotheses. The fourth 
part of chapter three explains the procedure followed in 
collecting data. 
Hypotheses 
Within the context of the life-cycle model this 
study considered several relationships among teacher 
effectiveness, teacher leadership style, and student 
maturity. The major hypothesis of the present research 
was that the relationship between teacher effectiveness 
and student maturity would be of a different form for 
different teacher leadership styles. Support for this 
hypothesis would indicate a contingency relationship 
(Korman, 1973), implying that student maturity can 
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modify the effectiveness of a teacher leadership style. A 
second hypothesis was that for at least one leadership 
style, teacher effectiveness would be more strongly asso¬ 
ciated with student maturity than with any one of several 
student demographic variables. Support for this second 
hypothesis would provide further indication of the poten¬ 
tial impact of student personality on teacher effectiveness 
(Goodstein and Heilbrun, 1962; Mann, al^. , 1970; 
Riechmann, 1974) . 
The model predicts not only different forms of the 
maturity/effectiveness relationship but also the character 
of these relationships. Specific hypotheses are presented 
after discussing the form of the maturity/effectiveness 
relationship for each of the four leadership styles. 
As discussed in chapter two of this report, the 
life-cycle model predicted that leadership effectiveness 
depends upon the match of leadership style and follower 
maturity. For a fixed leadership style, therefore, a 
change in maturity would be associated with a change in 
effectiveness. Figures three and four illustrate the 
forms of the effectiveness/maturity relationship for 
each of the four leadership styles. 
Style one (low consideration-high structure) was 
predicted most effective for followers of lowest maturity. 
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Effectiveness of this style thus decreases as maturity 
increases (right graph in figure three). 
Style four (low consideration-low structure) was 
predicted most effective for followers of highest maturity. 
Effectiveness of this style thus increases as maturity 
increases (left graph in figure three). Style-one and 
style-four leaders would therefore experience opposite 
forms of the effectiveness/maturity relationship. 
STYLE FOUR: 
LOW-CONSIDERATION 
LOW-STRUCTURE 
STYLE ONE: 
LOW-CONSIDERATION 
HIGH-STRUCTURE 
Figure 3. Hypothesized relationships between 
leader effectiveness and follower maturity for style- 
one and style-four leadership — a special interpreta¬ 
tion of the implications of the life-cycle model. 
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Style two (high consideration-high structure) was 
predicted most effective for followers of average maturity, 
while style three (high consideration-low structure) was 
predicted most effective for followers of above-average 
maturity. Figure four shows that for styles two and 
three, effectiveness decreases as maturity either increases 
or decreases from an optimal middle range. The difference 
in the effectiveness/maturity relationship for these styles 
is that maximum effectiveness for style three occurs at a 
higher maturity. 
STYLE THREE: 
HIGH-CONSIDERATION 
LOW-STRUCTURE 
(low) (high) 
FOLLOWER 
MATURITY 
STYLE TWO: 
HIGH-CONSIDERATION 
HIGH-STRUCTURE 
FOLLOWER 
MATURITY 
Figure 4. Hypothesized relationships between leader 
effectiveness and follower maturity for style-two and 
style-three leadership -- a special interpretation of the 
implications of the life-cycle model. 
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The predicted differences between styles one and 
four were both clearer and more extreme than the differ¬ 
ences between styles two and three. Styles one and four 
therefore were emphasized in the testing of the specific 
hypotheses listed below: 
1. The relationship between teacher effectiveness 
and student maturity is significantly different 
for different styles of leadership 
2. The association between teacher effectiveness 
and student maturity is significantly greater 
than the association between effectiveness 
and standard student demographic variables 
3. For students describing their teacher as style 
one (low consideration-high structure), 
increased maturity is associated with decreased 
performance and satisfaction (figure three — 
right) 
4. For students describing their teacher as style 
four (low consideration-low structure, increased 
maturity is associated with increased perfor¬ 
mance and satisfaction (figure three — left). 
Subjects 
The primary sources of data in the present research 
were students in the organizational behavior classes 
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offered in the School of Business Administration at the 
University of Massachusetts. These courses were chosen 
to test the model for three reasons: 
1. Students enrolled in these courses at three 
different levels (undergraduate, day-program 
graduate, and night-program graduate), a 
situation expected to provide a range of 
social maturity (social maturity may or may 
not relate to task-relevant maturity) 
2. The set of courses chosen provided close 
similarities in content, class size, method 
of instruction, and status as required of 
business students 
3. One instructor taught all courses in the set. 
The selection of this set of courses provided 
research focus in two ways. First, these courses were 
expected to include students of varying maturity. Second, 
these courses were expected to be sufficiently similar 
that course-related variables other than student maturity 
would have limited effect across sections. Student demo¬ 
graphic variables were not controlled. 
A range of student maturity was necessary to allow 
a meaningful test of the effects of this variable. Stu¬ 
dents were expected to vary in maturity due to age and 
career status differences implied by these three programs. 
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While providing a range of maturities, these courses 
were expected to provide as small a range as possible for 
several other variables. These other variables included 
variables known or expected to contribute to differences 
in student evaluations of teachers. They were (a) course 
content, (b) class size, (c) method of instruction, (d) 
status as required of all students, and (e) instructor 
personality. 
Additional sources of data were university admin¬ 
istrative records on the students in the sample. These 
records included the demographic variables used in the 
present research. 
Instruments 
Variables in this research were measured using three 
instruments: (1) the Hildebrand and Wilson Student Evalu-' 
ation, (2) the M-Scale (a combination of scales from 
instruments which measure maturity), and (3) the Leadership 
Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ). The instructor 
provided performance data on students, based upon his own 
testing methods for the course and upon his ranking of stu¬ 
dents using a specified definition of performance 
(described in detail below). 
Hildebrand and Wilson Evaluation Instrument 
The Hildebrand and Wilson Evaluation Instrument (HW) 
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was a teacher-description scale developed during a three- 
year study at the University of California, Davis 
(Hildebrand, Wilson, and Dienst, 1971). That study first 
identified a set of "worst" and a set of "best" instruc¬ 
tors through nominations by faculty and students. Then, 
responses to highly discriminating descriptive items were 
factor analyzed to yield five factors. Thirty-six items 
were retained in the instrument. This procedure was fully 
described in the handbook published at the conclusion of 
the study (Hildebrand, Wilson, and Dienst, 1971). 
The five factors were conceptually interpreted 
(Hildebrand, Wilson, and Dienst, 1971) as: 
1. Analytic/Synthetic Approach — relates to 
scholarship, with emphasis on breadth, analytic 
ability, and conceptual understanding 
2. Organization/Clarity -- relates to skill at 
presentation, but is subject-related, not 
student-related, and not concerned merely with 
rhetorical skill 
3. Instructor-Group Interaction — relates to 
rapport with the class as a whole, sensitivity 
to class response, and skill at securing active 
class participation 
4. Instructor-Individual Student Interaction — 
relates to mutual respect and rapport between 
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the instructor and the individual student 
5. Dynamism/Enthusiasm -- relates to the flair and 
infectious enthusiasm that comes with confi¬ 
dence, excitement for the subject, and pleasure 
in teaching (p. 18). 
These factors were generally consistent with the 
basic components, dimensions, or scales of effective teach¬ 
ing developed by researchers and student groups (Bendig, 
1953; Coffman, 1954; Crannel, 1953; Gibb, 1955; Isaacson, 
et al., 1964; Solomon, 1966; Solomon, et , 1964). 
In terms of statistical adequacy the instrument is 
good. Items retained in a scale (factor) all have factor 
coefficients (which show the tendency of an item to be 
associated with a particular scale) greater than 0.40. 
Taken in pairs, the scales with the highest intercorrela¬ 
tions were three with four (0.38) and one with three 
(0.32). Alpha reliabilities (showing internal consistency) 
were reported ranging from 0.80 to 0.89. Effectiveness 
ratings used to develop the instrument were essentially 
unrelated to academic rank of the teacher, course level, 
number of courses taken by the student in the same depart¬ 
ment, class size, whether the course was required, and 
whether the course was in the student's major field of 
study (Hildebrand, Wilson, and Dienst, 1971). In order 
to reduce administration time, the form of the instrument 
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used in the present study included for each factor only 
the four items with the highest loadings (correlations 
with the factor score), all greater than 0.60. 
Of the many available instruments, the HW was 
chosen for this study due to its strong research back¬ 
ground and because it was the basis for the University 
of Massachusetts evaluation instrument. Thus, in addition 
to its research properties, it provided familiarity and 
comparability on the University of Massachusetts campus. 
M-Scale 
The M-Scale was designed to measure maturity of 
students. Part one of the M-Scale consisted of the entire 
Perceived Self Questionnaire (PSQ), the only instrument 
known which was designed to measure the developmental 
maturity of college students. The PSQ (Heath, 1968) con¬ 
sisted of fifty bipolar scales relating to the theory of 
maturing described by Heath (1968, chapter one). Though 
more global than the Hersey-and-Blanchard conception, 
maturity as defined by the PSQ correlated with academic 
achievement (Heath, 1968, p. 123), a desirable feature 
for the present study. Inclusion of the PSQ measures 
allowed comparison of several specific dimensions of 
maturity with those of the life-cycle model in the con¬ 
text of the hypotheses of this study. 
74 
Heath's conception of maturity was derived from a 
concensus of definitions from the writings of thirty-five 
expert psychologists and the responses of forty-three non¬ 
expert college males, a method which provided construct 
validity. He concluded that there are at least five 
genotypical dimensions that define a maturing person 
(Heath, 1968, pp. 28-31). Though these conceptions were 
expected to apply to all persons. Heath's subjects have 
all been males, a limiting procedure for his research, 
but not seriously affecting the present research because 
nearly all students in the present sample were males. 
Listing the five dimensions as stability, inte¬ 
gration, allocentricism, autonomy, and symbolization. 
Heath (1968) described the maturing (male) person as 
follows: 
1. He is more stably organized. 
2. He is open to and seeks new information, 
which is then progressively integrated 
or made congruent with this self-organi¬ 
zation (open-system). 
3. He is progressively organized around 
internally reality-given (allocentric) 
instead of personal need-dominated 
(autocentric) forms. 
He is more autonomous (not as immediately 4. 
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controlled by environment or childhood 
history of emotional state). 
5. He is potentially more aware (accurate 
imaginal representations of his experi¬ 
ences) (pp. 28-31). 
The PSQ yielded scores on these five dimensions 
and a total score which was the sum of these. Each 
dimension was measured by summing the responses to 
ten bipolar items with eight-point scales ranging from 
a mature pole to an immature pole. Items appeared in 
random order with respect both to dimension measured 
and to polarity (immature or mature pole stated first). 
The statistical adequacy of the PSQ appeared 
good/ though details of research with the instrument 
have not been published. Discussing the reliability of 
the PSQ, Heath (1968) stated: 
The pattern of internal relationships between 
the scores indexing the . . . dimensions was 
remarkably similar for all of the (seven) 
samples, despite test item, instructional, 
geographical, and cultural differences among 
the samples. Generally, the dimensional . . . 
scores correlated very highly with the total 
maturity score and less highly with each other, 
as the theory of maturing would predict. 
(pp. 286-288). 
He also reported stability coefficients (test-retest 
correlations for seniors over a three-to-five-day 
interval) ranging from 0.45 to 0.78 for the five dimen- 
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sions and 0.73 for the total score. 
Heath's discussion of the validity of the PSQ was 
considerably more elaborate, though still not fully 
detailed. He claimed generally that the PSQ produced 
scores which were confirmable by a wide variety of 
other, standard psychological instruments which are 
accepted as measures of various aspects of maturity 
(Heath, 1968, Appendix B). 
The PSQ was chosen for the present study as an 
additional measure to augment those relating to the 
Hersey-Blanchard definition of maturity. It was the 
only instrument available which efficiently provided 
measures against which to test the conceptions of the 
life-cycle model in a college classroom context. 
Part two of the M-Scale consisted of three scales 
selected from the Edwards Personality Inventory (EPI) to 
measure aspects of the Hersey-Blanchard definition of 
maturity in their model. These scales were III-A — 
motivated-to-succeed, — III-J — assumes-responsibility, 
— and IV-H — understands-himself, -- described by Edwards 
(1966) as: 
(III-A) He is strongly motivated to succeed; 
can set up a long-range plan and work toward 
it without being diverted; knows what he 
wants to accomplish in life; is strongly 
motivated to achieve his goals; has given 
considerable thought to his future; believes 
in business before pleasure; has drive and 
ambition; has clearly defined goals. 
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(III-J) He likes to take charge of organizing 
group activities; has no difficulty getting 
others to accept his leadership; enjoys being 
put in charge of things; is not afraid of 
responsibility. 
(IV-H) He views his weaknesses with tolerance; 
is able to explain his motives; is not ashamed 
to talk about embarrassing things that have 
happened to him; offers realistic excuses for 
his failures; knows his limitations as well 
as his abilities; tries to analyze his feelings; 
is able to discuss his problems objectively . 
(pp. 9, 10). 
The EPI was developed from an item pool of about 
2800 statements used to describe personality character¬ 
istics of individuals. Sources for these statements were 
informal interviews, published biographies, and specifi¬ 
cally designed statements. After several sortings and 
deletions, items were administered to samples of males 
and females, then factor analyzed into fourteen factors. 
The manual presented no correlations of EPI scales 
with the scales from any other inventory. Despite these 
external questions, internally the EPI scales were homo¬ 
geneous, independent, and not strongly related to social 
desirability. All items were true-false, stated in the 
third person ("He is always late"), and nearly all items 
were scored positively. Scales were short (a maximum of 
twenty-six items), so that the scores could be sensitive 
to item omission or error. 
For the three EPI scales used in the present study. 
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coefficients of internal consistency were reported as 0.91 
(motivated-to-succeed), 0.88 (assumes-responsibility), and 
0.76 (understands-himself) for males in a university > 
saunple, essentially equal to the coefficients for demales 
(Edwards, 1966, p. 19). The intercorrelations of these 
scales were reported as below 0.40 for all pairs. The 
EPI was chosen for the present study because it appeared 
internally reliable and because it measured the aspects of 
maturity defined in the life-cycle model. 
Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire 
The Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire 
(LBDQ) has been extensively researched and utilized. The 
Ohio State Leadership Studies which developed the LBDQ 
have been described as "the most notable, and most com¬ 
plete research directed toward the determination of 
dimensions of leader behavior” (Gibb, 1972, p. 1529). 
For these reasons the LBDQ was chosen instead of the 
Hersey-Blanchard instrument (LEAD) to measure consideration 
and initiating structure. 
Of the forty items in the LBDQ, only thirty are 
scored, fifteen for each dimension (consideration and 
structure). The original manual reported internal con¬ 
sistencies of 0.92 for the consideration scale and 0.83 
for the structure scale (Halpin, 1957, p. 1). Further, 
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t-he manual cited several studies showing that followers 
tended to agree in describing the same leader and that 
descriptions of different leaders were significantly 
different (p < 0.01). 
Despite their origins in factor analysis, the two 
dimensions *. . . appear to suffer from two scaling 
difficulties w^hich the factor-analytic technique cannot 
remedy: confounding of frequency and magnitude, and 
unequal response intervals" (Schriesheim and Kerr, 1974, 
p. 762). To overcome the first difficulty, instructions 
to subjects emphasized frequency of leader behavior in 
responding to questions. To overcome the second 
difficulty, scores for consideration and structure were 
classified into only two categories — high and low. 
Supporting this contention was the comment (Schriesheim 
and Kerr (1974) that: 
Even with regard to those difficulties which 
w’ould tend to increase correlations (e.g., 
social desirability and leniency), there is 
no reason to expect them to differentially 
influence correlations between two variables 
measured at two levels of a third variable 
(the procedure followed in moderator designs) 
(p. 764). 
Measures of Leader Effectiveness 
The present study included two general measures of 
leader effectiveness: student satisfaction and student 
performance. Student satisfaction was measured primarily 
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through scores on the evaluation instrument (Hildebrand, 
Wilson, and Dienst, 1971), discussed above. A comple¬ 
mentary measure of student satisfaction consisted of stu¬ 
dent responses to additional items selected from other 
evaluation instruments (appendix A). These items were 
selected because; (1) they seemed to reflect interest 
in the course, and (2) they seemed to contain an emo¬ 
tional tone. Both of these reasons suggested that these 
items would be sensitive to instructor behaviors. 
Student performance was measured primarily through 
the instructor's normal evaluation of student work. All 
graded work was included. In addition, the instructor 
provided a comprehensive ranking of students in terms 
of his personal assessment of the frequency of their 
contributions to class. 
Procedure 
The procedure for obtaining data for the present 
research included five phases. These phases were: 
■ 1. An awareness session to acquaint students with 
the nature of the variables to be measured 
2. Administration of the evaluation, maturity, 
and leadership instruments to students during 
scheduled class meeting 
A scoring and ranking exercise during which the 3. 
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instructor ranked the students on course 
performance — conducted twice, once imme¬ 
diately after scoring the midterm examination, 
and once immediately after scoring the final 
examination 
4. Retrieval of selected student demographic data 
from university records 
5. An integration and debriefing session with 
students during a scheduled class meeting as 
a normal part of their course work discussing 
the life-cycle model. 
Awareness Sessions 
The awareness sessions involved a series of meetings 
between the present writer and the students for brief peri¬ 
ods during class time. At each session students completed 
short forms of the leadership instrument and the evalua¬ 
tion instrument. These short forms consisted of single 
questions scaling each of the variables to be measured by 
the full instruments (see appendix A). The short-form 
instruments included definitions of the variables being 
measured. It was intended that practice with the short 
forms would create for students an awareness of the 
teacher as a leader and an awareness of the variables 
themselves. 
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Sessions lasted approximately ten minutes each and 
were conducted three times: (1) two weeks prior to the 
administration of the full-length instruments, (2) along 
with and just prior to administration of the full-length 
instruments, and (3) two weeks after the administration of 
the full-length instruments. The primary purpose of the 
awareness sessions was to acquaint students with the 
research project. Data obtained in these sessions were 
external to the present research. 
Administration of Instruments 
During the week following the midterm examination, 
one class meeting of each of the four course sections was 
devoted to administration of student-completed instruments. 
These were the maturity instrument, the leadership instru¬ 
ment, and the student evaluation instrument. The instruc¬ 
tor introduced the present writer, who then administered 
the instruments with the instructor not present. 
\ 
Each class completed the instruments in the same 
order. Every person completed an instrument before any¬ 
one was allowed to begin the next. The order of adminis¬ 
tration of the instruments was chosen to postpone the 
evaluative responses: (1) Short—form instrument (general 
awareness), (2) Perceived Self Questionnaire (student 
maturity), (3) scales from the Edwards Personality 
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Inventory (student maturity), (4) Leadership Behavior 
Description Questionnaire (student-perceived leadership 
behaviors of the instructor), and (5) Hildebrand and 
Wilson Evaluation Instrument (subjective opinion of the 
instructor). 
Students were introduced to the instruments and 
instructed as suggested in the manuals for each. Two 
additional instructions were then emphasized: (1) con- 
\ 
centrate upon frequencies not qualities of behavior; and 
(2) concentrate upon behaviors within the context of 
work in the course. The first instruction was intended 
to reduce the potential scaling difficulties cited by 
Schriesheim and Kerr (1974) for the LBDQ and perhaps 
present in the other instruments. The second instruction 
was an attempt to relate the maturity measures to the 
tasks of the course work. No task-specific maturity 
measures were available to measure task-relevant maturity 
as specified in the life-cycle model (Hersey and Blanchard, 
19 69) . The next best alternative in the absence of these 
measures was to use rather global measures with these modi¬ 
fied instructions. One potential value in this procedure 
was that support of the model with these modified instru¬ 
ments would reduce the need for specific maturity measures 
for every subsequent work group studied. 
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Ranking Exercise and Student Data 
Student performance measures included mid-term 
point score in the course, mid-term rank, final grade, 
and final rank. The instructor ranked each student on the 
basis of total class performance. Performance was defined 
for the instructor as the frequency (number) of acceptable 
verbal contributions a student made in the classroom 
during the interval measured. Rankings were done twice, 
once after the scoring of the midterm examination, and 
once after the scoring of the final examination. The 
satisfaction measures were considered more reliable and 
valid than any performance measure available. 
Demographic data on students in the four class 
sections were obtained from the university computer files 
and from admission applications submitted by students. 
Demographic variables included sex, marital status, 
veteran status, age-in-months, previous-semester-grade- 
point-average, and undergraduate-grade-point-average. 
Debriefing 
Partial scores on the student-completed instru¬ 
ments were returned to students individually for their 
own use. No clinical interpretation of the data was 
attempted. Students were, however, instructed briefly 
on the theoretical and research basis for each of the 
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instruments. The life-cycle model was presented to the 
students as one of the topics in the course syllabus. The 
present writer remained available to students for dis¬ 
cussions about the research project. Students were thanked 
for their participation and encouraged to pursue their 
interests in leadership behavior. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
There are four parts to this chapter concerning the 
results of the present study. The first part is an over¬ 
view and summary of the data collected. The second part 
presents the results of tests of hypotheses. The third 
part discusses the results and suggests explanations to 
account for the outcomes of tests. The fourth part of 
this chapter gives conclusions which may be drawn from 
the present research. 
Data Summary 
Present Use of Instruments 
Kulick and McKeachie's (1973) advice was followed 
that the best control for unmeasured effects in classroom 
research is to study one large class taught by a single 
instructor. The four classes in the present study 
covered similar material under one instructor. Before 
combining data from these four classes, inter-section 
differences were examined to observe possible selection 
or interaction bias (Campbell and Stanley, 1963, pp. 5-6). 
The twenty-nine variables included in the present 
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research made up five categories: (1) leadership effec¬ 
tiveness of the instructor as measured by student satis¬ 
faction (eight variables), (2) leadership effectiveness 
of the instructor as measured by student performance (four 
variables), (3) leadership behavior of the instructor as 
observed by students (two variables), (4) students* self¬ 
perceptions of their maturity (nine variables), and (5) 
selected demographic data on students (six variables). 
Variables were defined as necessary in chapters one and 
three. 
Six variables differed in mean value between class 
sections and between graduate and undergraduate students 
(see appendix B, tables nine through thirteen). None of 
these differences was unusual. The remaining twenty-three 
variables did not differ significantly either between 
sections or between graduate and undergraduate students. 
The inclusion of both graduate and undergraduate 
students in the present study was intended to provide a 
wider range of values, especially on the maturity mea¬ 
sures, than would either group alone. Although none of 
the separate maturity variables showed graduate students 
to be significantly more mature as a group than under¬ 
graduates, graduate students did score higher on all 
measures of maturity (binomial probability of joint out¬ 
come less than 0.01). 
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The next step in the analysis was to assess whether 
the present Scimple of students provided scores which 
differed from those of previously tested students. Equiva¬ 
lent scores would increase the generalizability of present 
results. 
Statistics were used as available to compare the 
present student population with other university popula¬ 
tions previously measured by these instruments (Heath, 
1968; Edwards, 1966; Halpin, 1957; Hildebrand, Wilson, and 
Dienst, 1971). No meaningful differences were found (see 
appendix B, tables fourteen through sixteen). The four 
class sections were therefore considered as one large 
class. 
General Relationships 
For the five categories of variables, fifteen non- 
redundant sets of correlations were calculated, including 
intercorrelations for variables in the same category. 
These sets of pairwise correlations appear in appendix B. 
Table one summarizes the relationships by presenting 
median correlations from these sets. 
Student satisfaction 
Pairwise correlations among the satisfaction vari¬ 
ables were positive and significant, with the exception of 
the single satisfaction question ("For the last week how 
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satisfied have you been with your leader?"). The non¬ 
significant correlations with the satisfaction question 
occurred for instructor-group interaction and instructor- 
individual-student interaction. 
Table 1.—Median correlations among sets of variables 
Variable Set 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Student satisfaction 50® 03 -44 -17 06 -07 
2. Student Performance 60 15 10 06 34 
3. Consideration 
c 
• • • 04 -11 16 
4. Structure 
c 
• • • -03 -18 
5. Student Maturity 37 20 
6. Student Demographic 40 
a 
Decimal points omitted, 
b 
Age-in-months and previous-semester-grade-point 
average combined. 
c 
Only one variable in set rendered correlation 
meaningless. 
Satisfaction was generally unrelated to performance, 
a result corresponding with other findings (Brayfield and 
Crockett, 1955). Student satisfaction did, however, 
decrease as the frequency of teacher leadership behaviors 
increased, thirty of forty-two correlations being signifi¬ 
cant at the 0.05-level. Organization/clarity with con¬ 
sideration was the only instance in the present study of a 
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significantly positive relationship between student satis¬ 
faction and teacher leadership behavior. The median 
correlation of consideration with the satisfaction scales 
was -0.44. The median correlation of structure with the 
satisfaction scales was -0.17. 
Student satisfaction was unrelated to student matu¬ 
rity and unrelated to demographic variables, with the 
following exceptions. Increased analytic/synthetic 
approach of the teacher was associated with decreased 
stability of the students. Instructor-individual student 
interaction increased as student allocentricism increased. 
The sura of twenty "other" evaluation items increased as 
student willingness-to-accept-responsibility increased. 
Female students rated the male instructor higher than did 
males on instructor-student interaction. Older students 
tended to give lower ratings on instructor-group inter¬ 
action. Students receiving higher grades the previous 
semester saw less-frequent analytic/synthetic approach by 
the instructor. Possible explanations for these results 
are discussed in a later section of this chapter. 
Student performance 
Student performance variables were positively and 
significantly interrelated. Performance was, however, 
not related to teacher leadership behaviors and not related 
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to student maturity, with two exceptions. Increases in 
students' scores on understands-himself were associated 
with increased mid-semester rank in course, and increased 
autonomy was associated with lower final rank in course. 
Thus, neither satisfaction nor performance was consis¬ 
tently related to student maturity. 
Student performance did, on the other hand, relate 
to demographic variables. Thirteen of twenty-four corre¬ 
lations between performance and demographic variables were 
significant at the 0.05-level. 
Teacher leadership 
Teacher consideration and structure were not 
significantly related, but both consideration and struc¬ 
ture decreased as student maturity increased. Both 
leadership behavior and student maturity were measured by 
student perceptions; therefore, these correlations indicate 
that students who perceived themselves as more mature 
tended to perceive less-frequent leadership behavior by 
the instructor. Consideration decreased significantly 
(0.05) as integration, allocentricism, or total PSQ score 
increased. Structure decreased significantly as assumes- 
responsibility increased. Total leadership behavior 
decreased significantly as autonomy, symbolization, or 
assumes-responsibility increased. 
92 
Student maturity 
Thirty-two of thirty-six correlations among maturity 
variables were significantly positive at the 0.05-level. 
The four associations which failed to achieve significance 
all involved autonomy, suggesting that the independence 
implied by the term may manifest itself in other ways as 
well. 
Age-in-months and autonomy were significantly and 
positively associated. Increasing undergraduate-grade- 
point-average was associated with increasing maturity in 
understands-himself. Increasing semester-average-for- 
the-previous-semester was associated with increases on 
all but two measures of maturity. Autonomy and assumes- 
responsibility were not related to semester-average-for- 
the-previous semester. 
Summary 
From this overview of the present data, six results 
appear most important. First, the generally equivalent 
scores on present and previous tests with the instruments 
indicate generalizability of the present results. Second, 
the lack of association between consideration and structure 
indicates these factors were independently perceived, as 
was expected. Third, the decreased satisfaction associated 
with increases in either consideration or structure sug¬ 
gested that students in the present study did not care for 
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the instructor to exert leadership influence. Fourth, the 
low correlations between performance and both consideration 
and structure indicated that, for the present sample as a 
whole, student performance did not benefit from instructor 
leadership behavior. Fifth, the low correlations between 
student maturity and both consideration and structure 
suggested that, for the present sample as a whole, student 
maturity did not effect student perceptions of leadership 
behaviors by the instructor. Sixth, the low correlation 
between performance and satisfaction indicates the possi¬ 
ble presence of multiple dimensions in teacher effective¬ 
ness. 
As shown below, the apparent character of these 
overall relationships changes somewhat when viewed in the 
context of a contingency model. That some of these 
relationships change as leadership style changes is a con¬ 
dition of a contingency relationship (Korman, 1973). 
Results of Hypothesis Tests 
As shown in table two, the separation of leader¬ 
ship scores into high and low categories by median splits 
of both consideration and structure yielded four dis¬ 
tinct styles of leadership behavior. These four cate¬ 
gories represent four separate groups of students, based 
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upon student perception of teacher leadership style.^ The 
hypotheses of this study involved changes in relationships 
among variables in these four groups. 
Table 2.—Means of the leadership behavior variables under 
the four leadership styles 
Consideration 
Structure 
Leadership Style 
(1) (2) (3) 
Low High High 
High High Low 
(4) 
Low 
High F P 
Variable 
Consideration 29.0 39.1 38.4 28.1 50.6 <0.001 
Structure 41.6 42.1 31.6 31.9 45.9 <0.001 
Total 70.6 81.2 70.0 60.1^ 40.4 <0.001 
NOTE: These data show that the separation of 
leadership scores into high and low categories by median 
splits resulted in four distinct leadership styles. 
^Totals subject to rounding error. 
Results of the tests of contingency relationships 
among leadership effectiveness, leadership style, and stu¬ 
dent maturity are presented below. Specific relationships 
6 
. It was recognized that students therefore provided 
all responses to be compared in the tests (other than the 
performance ratings given by the instructor). But the 
potential criticism that this procedure could result in 
common-rater bias.(Korman, 1966, p. 629) was not considered 
appropriate. •* The purpose of the comparisons was to relate 
perceptions, not "objectively verified" scores. , Problems 
of bias were thus viewed not as experimental-design pro¬ 
blems but as talking points for future negotiations of 
leadership style. 
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between effectiveness and maturity are then presented for 
each leadership style. 
Contingency Effect of Maturity 
One measure of leader effectiveness in the present 
study was student satisfaction. By this measure, the 
median relationship between effectiveness and student 
maturity did not change as leadership style changed. An 
extension of the median test (Siegel, 1956, pp. 179-184) 
did not allow rejection of the hypothesis that the median 
relationships between maturity and satisfaction for the 
four leadership styles were drawn from the same population 
(Chi-square = 2.26, d.f. = 3;. 0.50 < p < 0.70). 
A second measure of leader effectiveness used in 
the present study was student performance. By this mea¬ 
sure, the median relationship between effectiveness and 
student maturity changed as leadership style changed. An 
extension of the median test (Siegel, 1956, pp. 179-184) 
allowed rejection of the hypothesis that the median rela¬ 
tionships for the four leadership styles were drawn 
from the same population (Chi-square = 12.5, d.f. = 3, 
p < 0.01). 
Contingency tables for the median tests are pre¬ 
sented in table three and table four. By Korman*s (1973) 
definition of contingency given on page 46: 
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Table 3.—Contingency table of relationships of leader 
effectiveness with student maturity for the four leadership 
styles (effectiveness measured by student satisfaction) 
Leadership Style 
(1) 
Consideration Low 
Structure High 
(2) 
High 
High 
(3) 
High 
Low 
(4) 
Low 
Low 
Number of correlations 
greater than the 
total median^ 
a 
7 10 7 6 
Number of correlations 
less-than-or-equal- 
to the total median 9 6 9 10 
Total median (of 64 
correlations) .15 .15 .15 .15 
Style median (of 16 
correlations) .14 .23 .12 .09 
Entry is number of correlations of effectiveness 
with maturity for style 1 that were greater than the total 
median of 0.15 shown lower in the same column. 
For all four styles. Chi-square = 2.26, d.f. = 3; 
0.5 < p < 0.7. For style two compared to style four. Chi- 
square = 1.13, d.f. = 1; 0.2 < p < 0.3 (with Yates' correc¬ 
tion for continuity). For style two compared to the com¬ 
bined group of styles 1, 3, and 4, Chi-square = 1.34, d.f. 
= 1; 0.2< p < 0.3 (with Yates' correction for continuity). 
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Table 4.—Contingency table of relationships of leader 
effectiveness with student maturity for the four leadership 
styles (effectiveness measured by student performance) 
Leadership Style 
(1) 
Consideration Low 
Structure High 
(2) 
High 
High 
(3) 
High 
Low 
(4) 
Low 
Low 
Number of correlations 
greater than the 
total median^ 7^ 14 5 6 
Number of correlations 
less-than-or-equal- 
to the total median 9 2 11 10 
Total median (of 64 
correlations) 
o
 
o
 • 
o
 
o
 • 
o
 
o
 • .00 
Style median (of 16 
correlations) 1 • o
 
.18 
If) 
o
 • 1 1 VO
 
^Entry is number of correlations of effectiveness 
with maturity for style one that were greater than the 
total mean of 0.00 shown lower in the same column. 
For all four styles. Chi-square = 12.50, d.f. = 3; 
p < 0.01. For style two compared to style four. Chi- 
square = 6.53, d.f. = 1; p < 0.01 (with Yates' correction 
for continuity). For style two compared to the combined 
group of styles 1, 3, and 4, Chi-square = 10.08, d.f. = 1; 
p < 0.01 (with Yates' correction for continuity). 
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1. the present data did not support a contingency 
relationship among student-satisfaction measures 
of leadership effectiveness, teacher leadership 
style, and student maturity 
2. the present data did support a contingency 
relationship among student-performance measures 
of leadership effectiveness, teacher leadership 
style, and student maturity. 
Maturity Compared to Demographics 
The relative effects of the maturity measures and 
the demographic measures were also tested. For each of 
the'four leadership styles, comparisons were made between 
the maturity/effectiveness relationship and the demo- 
graphic-variable/effectiveness relationship. A series 
of Mann-Whitney U tests (Siegel, 1956, pp. 116-127) were 
performed to test whether the effectiveness of a particular 
leadership style was more positively related to maturity or 
to demographic variables. 
The demographic variables were age-in-months and 
previous-semester-grade-point-average. The median rela¬ 
tionship of the satisfaction and demographic measures was 
-0.07 (table 1) for 12 correlations not accounting for 
leadership styles. The median relationship of performance 
and demographic measures was 0.34 for eight correlations 
not accounting for leadership styles. 
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For each of the four styles of leadership behavior, 
satisfaction was neither more nor less positively related 
to demographic variables than to student maturity 
(p > 0.10). Satisfaction was, however, more positively 
related to maturity than to the single variable age-in¬ 
months for style four (low consideration-low structure) 
(p < 0.05). This finding supports the life-cycle model 
(Hersey and Blanchard, 1969). 
For three of the four styles of leadership behavior, 
performance was more positively related to demographic 
variables than to student maturity (p < 0.10). For the 
fourth style, low consideration-low structure, there was 
no difference (p > 0.10). Taken together, these findings 
suggest that for style-four (low consideration-low struc¬ 
ture) leadership, effectiveness is relatively more posi¬ 
tively related to maturity than to demographic variables. 
If this suggestion is true, it supports the life-cycle 
model. 
In addition, the finding that performance was less 
positively related to maturity than to demographic vari¬ 
ables for style one (low consideration-high structure) 
leadership also tended to support the model. But the 
finding that the remaining styles (high consideration- 
high structure and high consideration-low structure) had 
similar relative differences undermined this support. 
The model had predicted no relative difference for these 
styles. 
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Table 5.—Comparisons of the mean maturity/effectiveness 
correlations to the mean demographic-variable/effectiveness 
correlations for both satisfaction and performance measures 
of effectiveness under the four styles of leadership. 
Maturity/ 
satisfaction 
(54 r's) versus 
demographic- 
variable/satis- 
Leadership Style faction (12 r's) 
Maturity/ 
performance 
(18 r's) versus 
demographic- 
variable/per 
formance'(8 r's) 
1. (low consideration- No difference^ Demographic > 
high structure) (maturity = maturity 
demographic) 
2. (high consideration- No difference Demographic > 
high structure) (maturity = maturity 
demographic) 
3. (high consideration- No difference Demographic > 
low structure) (maturity = maturity 
demographic) 
4. (low consideration- No difference No difference 
low structure) (maturity = (maturity = 
demographic) demographic) 
Entries indicate which relationship in each column 
showed the greater mean correlation by the Mann-Whitney U 
test (alpha = 0.10). 
Style One Compared to Style Four 
According to the life-cycle model, the sign of the 
maturity/effectiveness relationship should be negative 
under style-one leadership and positive under style-four 
leadership. But in the present study only three of sixty- 
101 
four maturity/effectiveness pairs (thirty-two for each 
style) had correlations different from zero (at the 0.05- 
level) . The direct prediction of' the model was therefore 
not supported. 
Another means of testing the implications of the 
model was to test whether the relationships between a 
series of maturity/effectiveness pairs differed consis¬ 
tently between these two styles of leadership. A differ¬ 
ence indicating that for low consideration-low structure 
leadership there was a more positive relationship between 
maturity and effectiveness than for low consideration- 
high structure leadership would support the model. In 
other words, the model would be supported by the finding 
that as maturity increased, the effectiveness of style 
four (low consideration-low structure) leadership 
increased more than the effectiveness of style one (low 
consideration-high structure) leadership. 
The Wilcoxon matched-pairs-signed-ranks test 
(Siegel, 1956, pp. 75-83) was used to test whether there 
was a difference in the maturity/effectiveness relation¬ 
ship for style one leadership and style four leadership. 
For the eight measures of maturity (from the PSQ and the 
EPI) there were no differences between the maturity/ 
effectiveness relationships for three of the four effec¬ 
tiveness measures used: midsemester-point score, final- 
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grade, and the sum of twenty other evaluation items. The 
fourth effectiveness measure was the total score on the 
HW evaluation. For this measure the relationships differed 
as leadership style differed, but the difference was oppo¬ 
site to the predicted difference. Thus, as maturity 
increased, the effectiveness (satisfaction) of style one 
leadership increased more than the effectiveness of style 
four leadership (T=3, N=8; p < 0.05). 
Effectiveness of Leadership Styles 
Without taking account of maturity, there was a 
difference in effectiveness (satisfaction) among leadership 
styles. Style two (high consideration-high structure) con¬ 
sistently ranked least effective, and style four (low con¬ 
sideration-low structure) consistently ranked most effec¬ 
tive on the six satisfaction measures of effectiveness. 
Table six displays these results and their statistical con¬ 
firmation . 
Six one-way analyses of variance (Nie, / 1975) 
indicated style-related differences in mean satisfaction. 
A Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance by ranks (Siegel, 
1956'; pp. 184-193) confirmed that these rank orderings of 
effectiveness were unlikely to have occurred by change 
(Chi-square = 18.78, d.f. = 3; p < 0.01). If either style 
were equally likely to score higher than the other, the 
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Table 6.—Means of variables measuring student satisfaction under the 
four leadership styles. 
- 
Leadership Style P P 
Consideration 
Structure 
(1) 
'Low 
Bigh 
(N=»19) 
(2) 
Bigh 
Bigh 
(N=21) 
(3) 
Bigh 
Low 
(N-23) 
(4) 
Low 
Low 
(N=14) 
Satisfaction Variable 
Analytic/Synthetic 
Approach ^ 
(row mean - 22.4} 24.5 20.3 20.0 26.5 6.21 0.001 
Organization/Clarity 
(row mean = 26.7)^ 28.7 23.7 26.1 29.6 6.72 0.001 
Instructor-Group 
Interaction 
(row mean = 28.7)^ 31.4 26.7 27.0 31.1 6.53 0.001 
Instructor-Individual 
Student Interaction 
(row mean = 50.47)“ 54.9 47.3 46.9 55.1 6.38 0.001 
Dynauni sm/Enthus ia sm^ 
(row mean = 29.9) 32.1 26.0 29.7 32.9 10.69 0.001 
Other® (X * 129.6) 138.1 121.6 126.0 135.3 5.30 0.002 
"Bow satisfied. 
(row mean = 6.5) 7r4 5.7 5.7 7.5 5.94 0.001 
■^Possible scores ranged from zero to 36. 
^Possible scores ranged from zero to 63. 
®Suiu of 20 items from other evaluation instruments. Possible 
scores ranged from zero to 180. 
^Single satisfaction item with a scale rainge from zero to 
nine. 
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binomial probability that style four would outrank style 
two on all six satisfaction measures was less than 0.02. 
Table seven indicates that there were also style- 
related differences in performance-measures of effective- 
/ 
ness among the four leadership styles. The effectiveness- 
rankings of the styles changed, however, when the effec¬ 
tiveness measure changed from satisfaction to performance. 
On the performance measures, style four (low consideration- 
low structure) ranked lowest of the four styles. But on 
the satisfaction measures, style four ranked highest (as 
shown above). 
In terms of rankings by effectiveness, the four 
styles seemed to form two groups. In one group, consid¬ 
eration was high (styles two and three — high considera- ' 
tion-high structure and high consideration-low structure); 
in the other group, consideration was low (styles one and 
four — low consideration-high structure and low considera¬ 
tion-low structure). On the satisfaction measures, the 
low-consideration styles (one and four) had consistently 
more-satisfied students than the high-consideration styles 
(two and three). But on the performance measures the 
ranking was reversed. The high-consideration styles had 
students who consistently outperformed students under the 
low-consideration styles. These findings are consistent 
with the correlations of leadership behaviors and effec- 
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TaJble 7.—Means of variables measuring student performance and 
demographic variables under the four leadership styles. 
Leadership Style P P 
Consideration 
Structure 
(1) 
Low 
High 
(2) 
High 
High 
(3) 
High 
Low 
(4) 
Low 
Low 
Performance Variable 
Mid-semester Point Score 
(row mean = 16.0) 15.7 15.9 17.3 14.7 1.08 0.37 
Final Semester Point 
Score (row mean *= 38.1) 37.8 44.5 39.4 31.1 4.63 0.01 
Final Grade (row mean = 
2.73) 2.76* 3.03* 2.88 ® 2.04^ 3.20 0.03 
Demographic 
Variable 
Previous Semester 
Average (row mean = 3.09) 3.'09 3.07 3.33 2.74 2.14 0.11 
Sex (% Male; row mean = 90) 76.0 95.0 96.0 93.0 1.00^ >0.30 
Age-in-months 
(row mean = 305) 290.0 298.0 331.0 295.0 3.00 0.04 
a 
On the four-point scale with A=4, B=3, C=2, D=l, F=0. 
Chi-square, d.f. = 3. 
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tiveness reported above and with the low correlations 
between satisfaction and performance variables. 
Although the data supported to some extent a con¬ 
tingency relationship involving the four leadership styles, 
there were no consistent effectiveness/maturity relation¬ 
ships for any fo the four styles taken separately. The 
contingency forest may therefore not reveal itself in 
separate trees. 
Effectiveness/maturity correlations were examined 
for each of the four leadership styles. Nine maturity 
variables and two demographic variables were compared to 
four effectiveness measures for possible associations as 
predicted by the life-cycle model. Detailed results are 
presented in appendix B, tables seventeen to twenty. 
Only three of seventy-two effectiveness/maturity relation¬ 
ships for leadership styles one and four were significant 
in the predicted direction. 
Styles two and three were not predicted to show a 
linear effectiveness/maturity relationship. The finding 
of no relationship did not, therefore, provide positive 
support for the model. Positive support would require 
the finding of the predicted curvilinear relationship, 
for which the limited data did not permit an adequate test. 
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An Alternative Test 
In this section are presented results from an 
alternative test designed to analyze the relationships 
among leadership effectiveness, leadership style, and 
follower maturity. The basis for this alternative test 
was an examination of the effects of matching leadership 
style with level of student maturity as prescribed by the 
life-cycle model. Although beyond the scope of the origi¬ 
nal study, these results are reported in this section as a 
follow-up to the finding of the effectiveness of low con¬ 
sideration-low structure for the satisfaction measures. 
The intent of these tests was to examine the importance 
7 
of matching leadership style and maturity level. 
The total data set was separated into four maturity 
levels on the basis of the quartiles of the score on 
assumes-responsibility (EPI scale III-J). This variable 
was chosen as perhaps the best representation of the matu¬ 
rity construct of the life-cycle model. Analyses of 
variance (Nie, et al., 1975) indicated that these groupings 
7 
These tests were not part of the original study 
because there was no meaningful way to determine the four 
levels of maturity. Maturity was therefore treated as a 
continuous variable for the present study. However, there 
were indications, presented below, that even arbitrary 
categorizations of maturity may be revealing. The cate¬ 
gories of leacership style, though arbitrary themselves, 
represented the lesser of two evils for the present study. 
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achieved significant differences in mean maturity on four 
of the seven remaining maturity measures (see appendix B, 
table thirty-six). But in no case was the rank ordering 
of means of the other maturity variables the same as for 
assumes-responsibility. Hence, this analysis applied only 
to this one measure of maturity. Subsequently, other 
measures may be tested. 
For each of the four levels of maturity, the mean 
effectiveness of the four styles of leadership was com¬ 
puted. Because the matching procedure resulted in small 
sample sizes in each category finally compared, differences 
among means were not significant. Binomial tests were used 
to determine whether matches of maturity and leadership 
style yielded consistently higher mean effectiveness mea¬ 
sures than non-matches. 
A match was defined as the condition that the com¬ 
bination of leadership style and maturity was as predicted 
by the life-cycle model (Hersey and Blanchard, 1969) as 
most effective. For the four styles of leadership, one 
style would therefore be most effective in terms of the 
mean value of any given effectiveness measure. If this 
most-effective style matched the maturity level of the 
group, the result was tabulated as supporting the life- 
cycle model. Otherwise, the result was tabulated as not 
supporting the model. The a priori probability that the 
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matched style would be the most effective of the four 
styles was 0.25. Supporting and non-supporting combina¬ 
tions were tabulated for all four levels of maturity and 
all effectiveness measures. Results are presented in 
table eight. 
The six satisfaction-measures of effectiveness and 
the four levels of maturity created twenty-four opportu¬ 
nities for combinations to support or not to support the 
model. Of these 24, eight supported the model (p > 0.25). 
In five of six opportunities with style four (low consid¬ 
eration-low structure), the combination with the highest 
level of maturity included the highest mean score on 
satisfaction. These five combinations therefore supported 
the model for style four (p < 0.01). 
But the ar ove analysis had already indicated that 
this style tended to be most effective without accounting 
for maturity. Therefore, all 24 maturity-level/effec¬ 
tiveness sets were examined for the consistency of this 
style as most effective when maturity was included. In 
none of the 24 cases was low consideration-low structure 
leadership the least-effective style (p < 0.001). In the 
18 cases not involving the highest quartile of maturity 
(for which this style was predicted most effective) this 
style was most effective for 12 (p < 0.001). 
Many writers have suggested that style two (high 
Table 8.—Rank order of relative effectiveness of four leadership 
styles for four levels of student maturity on the variable assumes 
responsibility. 
Leadership 
Effectiveness 
Variable 
Quartile Range ! on Assumes i-Respons ibility 
First 
(lowest) 
Second Third Fourth 
(highest) 
Rank- •Order of Styles 
Analytic/synthetic m ..c A 
approach 2 3 1 4 3 2(1 4) 2 3 1 4 3 2 1 ii 
Organisation/ d 
clarity 2 3 1 4 2 3 1 4 2 3 4 1 3 2 1 if. 
Instructor-group . 
Interaction 2 3 1 4 2 3 1 4 3 2 4. 1 3 2 4 1 
Instructor- 
individual student A 
interaction 2 4 3 1 3 2 4 2 3, 1 4 3 2 1 il 
Dynamism/enthusiasm 2 3 4 2 3 1 4 2 3 1 4 2 3 111 
Other^ 2 3 4 2 3 4 1 3 2 1 4 3 2 111 
Mid-semester point A d d 
score 2 4 3 1 3 4 2_ 4 2 1 32 4 1 3 2 
Pinal grade in d d 
course 4 2 3 12 1 3 4 22 4 1 3 2 4 1 3 2 
Note: Style 1 = low-consideration-high-structure; 
Style 2 = high-considerarion-high-structure: 
Style 3 = high-consideration-low-structure; 
Style 4 = low-consideration-low-structure; 
Entries in table are leadership-style designations in rank-order of 
effectiveness from least, effective to most effective. 
*The order of effectiveness, from least effective to most 
effective was style 2, style 3, style 1, style 4. This cell in the 
table refers to students in the first or least-mature quartile of 
assumes-responsibility and to the effectiveness measure analytic/ 
synthetic approach. 
^Sum of 20 items selected from other evaluation instruments. 
Cm- Txe. 
^Rank-order of this style/matiirity combination supports the 
life-cycle model. Underlined styles were predicted to be most 
effective. 
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consideration-high structure) is always the most effective 
leadership style (Blake and Mouton, 1964). In the 24 
cases examined (using satisfaction as a measure of effec¬ 
tiveness) , style two was most effective for none. In 
fact/ this style was least effective in 15 of the 24 cases 
(p < 0.001). 
In general, styles one and four (low consideration- 
low structure and low consideration-high structure) 
seemed to outrank the other two styles on the satisfaction 
measures of effectiveness. The probability that this out¬ 
come would occur by chance was 0.125 (three of 24 possible 
rank-orders of the four styles). In fact, this ranking 
occurred in 22 of 24 cases (p < 0.0001). 
Next, two performance measures of effectiveness 
were examined (mid-semester score and final grade). In 
five of eight cases the life-cycle model was supported 
(p < 0.05). Style two (high consideration-high structure) 
was also supported in five of eight cases. Further, style 
four (low consideration-low structure) was the least effec¬ 
tive style in five of eight cases (p < 0.05), and in no 
case was style two (high consideration-high structure) 
the least effective style. 
The results of this alternative test of the life- 
cycle model conform to the previous results. In support 
of the model, mature students were most satisfied with 
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style four, while students of lower maturity performed 
best under styles one and two. 
Discussion 
This section of chapter four consists of a dis¬ 
cussion of the data and findings of the present study. 
Noteworthy results are discussed in the categories of: 
(1) extent of contingency relationships, (2) other rela- 
% 
tionships among the variables, and (3) utility of-results. 
Extent of Contingency Relationships 
The presence of a contingency relationship among 
leader effectiveness, leadership style, and follower matu¬ 
rity was tested using two measures of effectiveness; stu¬ 
dent satisfaction and student performance. Following 
Korman's (1973) definition, the extent of a contingency 
relationship was determined by the degree of difference 
in the relationship of leader effectiveness with follower 
maturity among the four styles of leader behavior. As 
presented in tables three and four, above: (1) student 
satisfaction did not appear contingent upon maturity, 
but (2) student performance did appear to be contingent 
upon maturity. Further analysis showed the present data 
provided support for the concept of a contingency rela¬ 
tionship but only marginal support for the life-cycle 
model (Hersey and Blanchard, 1969). 
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The relationships of effectiveness with maturity 
for the four separate leadership styles were generally 
not significant. Only nine of 128 calculated correlations 
were significant at the 0.05-level, not many more than the 
six that would be expected by chance. For both satisfac¬ 
tion and performance, style two displayed a stronger 
relationship (different relationship) of maturity with 
effectiveness than did the other three styles. While 
this finding did not support the life-cycle model, it did 
suggest the contingent effect of follower maturity for 
leadership effectiveness. 
Though few in number, the correlations significant 
at the 0.05-level may be interpreted as supporting the 
model. For style one, increased maturity (autonomy) was 
associated with increased effectiveness, as the model 
predicted. For style four, increased maturity (assumes- 
responsibility and understands-himself) was associated 
with increased effectiveness, as the model predicted. 
The two remaining styles (two and three) were not 
predicted to display a significant relationship between 
maturity and effectiveness. That there were six signifi¬ 
cant associations between maturity and effectiveness for 
these two styles tended to detract from the limited support 
for the model provided by the other three associations 
above. 
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There are at least three possible explanations for 
these apparently contrary findings. First, the relation¬ 
ships may have been spurious results. Second, the rela¬ 
tionships may have been real, indicating that the model 
is inappropriate for the variables involved. This explana¬ 
tion suggests a need for refinement of the definition of 
task-relevant maturity. Third, restriction of range on 
the maturity measures may have resulted in data not 
including the optimal maturity level. In this case, the 
predicted inverted-U relationship would not be evident, 
and the linear relationships for higher and lower matu¬ 
rities would not wash out. Thus, if maturity were far 
above optimal, increasing maturity would be associated 
with decreasing effectiveness. And if maturity were far 
below optimal, increasing maturity would be associated 
with increasing effectiveness. This third explanation 
is, however, unlikely unless the model is appropriate only 
for extreme scores on the variables used to measure 
maturity. 
Comparison of the relative efforts of maturity and 
of selected demographic variables on the effectiveness of 
the four leadership styles indicated that: (1) demographic 
predictors might easily overcome the effects of the matu¬ 
rity measures used in the present study, but (2) the 
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difference in the maturity/effectiveness relationship for 
style four (low consideration-low structure) leadership 
was in the direction which supported the life-cycle model. 
This second finding may, however, be attributable to the 
general success of style-four leadership in the present 
study. 
As shown in table five, above, demographics over¬ 
came maturity as a moderator of effectiveness only for the 
performance measures of effectiveness. For the satisfac¬ 
tion measures of effectiveness, there was no difference in 
the moderating effect of maturity and demographics. It is 
important to recall that the demographic variables used in 
the tests summarized in table five were age-in-months and 
previous-semester-grade-point-average. It is really not 
surprising that these two variables were associated with 
performance. Older students may have more relevant experi¬ 
ence and thus outperform younger students. Past perfor¬ 
mance in school is generally a useful predictor of future 
performance. Thus, the maturity measures were subjected 
to strong competition. 
Further, these demographic variables are not con¬ 
trary to the maturity construct discussed for the model. 
It may be that in this particular study these variables 
provided a more meaningful measure of a concept already 
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8 
suggested as elusive. 
The second comparison of contingency effects for 
the four leadership styles tested whether the predicted 
differences would occur between style-one and style-four 
leadership. Maturity was predicted to relate (more) 
positively to effectiveness for style-four leadership 
(low consideration-low structure) than for style-one 
leadership (low consideration-high structure). The fact 
that the opposite occurred (for the total HW score on 
satisfaction) indicated disconfirmation of the life-cycle 
model but confirmation of the contingent effect of matu¬ 
rity. 
A possible explanation for many of the contingent 
findings may lie in the differences in general effec¬ 
tiveness of the four leadership styles (without accounting 
for maturity). These differences may have outweighed the 
moderating effect of maturity. For example/ in the above 
comparison/ effectiveness did not increase as much as pre¬ 
dicted by the life-cycle model when maturity increased 
under style-four leadership. Perhaps the already- 
g 
Significantly positive associations between matu¬ 
rity and demographics were found for autonomy and age-in- 
months, understands-himself and undergraduate-grade-point- 
average , and seven of the nine maturity measures and grade 
point-average-for-the-previous-semester (see appendix B, 
table 34). 
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increased effectiveness under that style left little 
opportunity for the further increase predicted. If the 
relationships exist as predicted by the model, then they 
are apparently easily overcome by the presence of other 
influences. 
But if the life-cycle model was not strongly 
supported by the present study, neither were two alter¬ 
natives often offered as models of leadership effective¬ 
ness. Neither the one-best school which favors high con¬ 
sideration-high structure in all situations (e.g., Blake 
and Mouton, 1964) nor Fielder*s (1967) contingency model 
appeared to provide explanations of the present findings 
superior to those of the life-cycle model. 
Although style two was the most effective of the 
four styles more often than chance for the performance 
measures, style two was never the most effective in terms 
of satisfaction. In fact, style two was least effective 
(satisfaction) more often than chance would predict. 
Further, the relatively low effectiveness of this style 
may account for the finding that effectiveness incr-^ased 
as maturity increased. This result may have been allowed 
by the fact of students having more opportunity to improve 
than under the other styles. For style four, increased 
maturity did not increase the satisfaction of already- 
satisfied students. Under these circumstances, however. 
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another counter-explanation can not be ruled out. In¬ 
creased maturity may have been associated with increased 
seriousness about the course material. Thus, the more- 
mature students were better able to benefit from the 
leadership behaviors of style two than the less-mature 
students. This explanation is consistent with the life- 
cycle model for followers of low-to-middle maturity, but 
not for followers at the highest level of maturity. 
Thus, neither the life-cycle model nor the other 
model seems especially favored by the present data. The 
most meaningful results seem to be (1) the different 
effects of satisfaction and performance, (2) the presence 
of contingencies, though they do not consistently conform 
to one of the models available, and (3) decreased effec¬ 
tiveness associated with increases in consideration and 
structure. 
The results of the tests matching student maturity 
and teacher leadership style were apparently also influ¬ 
enced by the high satisfaction associated with the low 
9 
consideration-low structure style. Performa/.ce measures 
of effectiveness were apparently not as strongly influenced 
by the effectiveness of the high consideration-high struc¬ 
ture style. As in the previous tests, the major finding 
Results of these tests were presented in Table 8/ 
p. 110. 
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of these alternative tests was that satisfaction and per¬ 
formance of students related differently to the leadership- 
style/maturity combinations. 
There may be an interpretation of the present 
results in terms of Fiedler's (1967) contingency model. 
Such an interpretation requires, however, acceptance of 
the present measures of maturity as indicators of the 
leader's ability-to-exert-influence, a key concept of 
Fiedler's model. As discussed in chapter two of this 
report, both maturity (in the life-cycle model) and abil¬ 
ity-to-exert-inf luence (in Fiedler's model) may involve 
the same broad concept of a group's development with 
respect to its work. 
Using this concept, Fiedler's model and the life- 
cycle model may be compared for the four levels of 
assumes-responsibility formed for the matching tests. At 
the lowest level of maturity, the two models prescribed 
the same style as most effective: low consideration-high 
structure. This leadership style was associated with the 
highest scores on the satisfaction scales in three of six 
cases (p = 0.17) and with the highest scores on the per¬ 
formance measures in two of two cases (p = 0.06). There 
was therefore marginal support for both models. No com¬ 
parison was possible. 
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For followers at the highest level of development, 
however, the two models differed in their prescription of 
leadership style. Fiedler's model prescribed low con¬ 
sideration-high structure. This style was associated with 
the highest satisfaction scores in one of six cases 
(p = 0.82) and with the highest performance measures in 
neither of two cases (p = 0.44). The life-cycle model 
prescribed low consideration-low structure for followers 
at the highest level of maturity. This leadership style 
was associated with the highest scores on the satisfaction 
scales in five of six cases (p = 0.005) and with the high¬ 
est performance scores in neither of two cases (p = 0.44). 
For this highest level of follower maturity, the results 
favor the life-cycle model for satisfaction and "one-best" 
approach (high consideration-high structure) for perfor¬ 
mance. As with previous results, however, these outcomes 
may have been due to the general effectiveness of particu¬ 
lar leadership styles for the present population. 
For followers at intermediate levels of development 
in their tasks, Fiedler's model prescribed high considera¬ 
tion-low structure. The life-cycle model prescribed two 
different styles at two intermediate levels of maturity. 
For low-to-intermediate maturity, the life-cycle model 
prescribed high consideration-high structure. For inter- 
mediate-to-high maturity, the life-cycle model prescribed 
121 
high consideration-low structure. Fiedler's model was 
supported in none of twelve cases for satisfaction 
(p > 0.96) and in one of four cases for performance 
(p = 0.68). For satisfaction-measures of effectiveness, 
the life-cycle model was also not supported in any of the 
twelve cases (p > 0.96). But the life-cycle model was 
supported in three of four cases for performance measures 
of effectiveness (p = 0.05). The one performance case 
supporting Fiedler's model also supported the life-cycle 
model. Likewise, two of the performance cases supporting 
the life-cycle model also supported the "one-best" 
approach. 
To the extent that the measures fairly represented 
the models, the present study found no more support for 
Fiedler's contingency model or the "one-best" approach 
than for the life-cycle model. There were, however, other 
possible ways to measure the variables involved in these 
models. These alternatives represent topics for future 
studies. 
Relationships Among the Variables 
The character of the relationships among the 
variables was central to the meaningfullness of the pre¬ 
sent study. Noteworthy associations among the variables 
are discussed below under three categories: (1) inter- 
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relationships of the effectiveness measures, (2) impact of 
the leadership variables, and (3) impact of the maturity 
variables. 
Interrelationships among the 
effectiveness measures 
Significant associations among the satisfaction 
measures were both expected and desirable (the median 
correlation among the variables measuring satisfaction 
was 0.50, as shown above in table 1). But not all of the 
satisfaction scales bore the same relationship to the 
short-form satisfaction item (the question: "For the past 
week, how satisfied have you been with the behavior of 
your leader?"). Four scales showed increased satisfaction 
along with this measure (analytic/synthetic approach, 
organization/clarity, dynamism/enthusiasm, and the sum- 
of-twenty-other-selected-evaluation-items). Neither 
instructor-group-interaction nor instructor-individual- 
student- interaction, however, showed any meaningful 
relationship to the short-form item (even the smallest 
difference in correlations, 0.29 versus 0.09, having a 
probability of less than 0.10 of occurring by chance). 
These relationships indicated that: (1) some portion of 
the specific satisfaction-with-instruction measures was 
explainable as generalized satisfaction, but (2) essen- 
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tially none of the satisfaction-with-personal-inter- 
actions was explainable as general satisfaction. Three 
groups of measures might have been suggested intuitively. 
The first group, analytic/synthetic approach and organiza¬ 
tion/clarity, seemed possibly redundant with structure. 
The second group, instructor-group-interaction and 
instructor-individual-student-interaction, seemed possibly 
redundant with consideration. And the third group, dynam¬ 
ism/enthusiasm and the sum-of-twenty-other-items, seemed 
possibly redundant with general interest in the course, 
for which there was no other measure except the direct 
how-satisfied-are-you question. 
None of these suggested interrelationships were, 
however, supported by the calculated correlations (see 
appendix B, table 23). In fact, rather than appearing 
redundant, the first two groups indicated the reverse. 
Increased analytic/synthetic approach and increased 
organization/clarity were associated with decreased 
structure. Increased instructor-group-interaction and 
instructor-individual-student-interaction were associated 
with decreased consideration. Increased frequencies of 
consideration or of structure or of the sum of the two 
were related to decreased satisfaction, with three excep¬ 
tions. There was essentially no relationship between 
structure and instructor-group-interaction or instructor- 
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individual-student-interaction. On the other hand, 
increased organization/clarity was related to increased 
consideration. 
Taken together, these several correlational find¬ 
ings suggested the presence of complexities in teaching 
styles and learning styles beyond the scope of the pre¬ 
sent study. Future studies may examine the reasons for 
the lack of the suggested redundancies. One speculation 
is,'•however, offered below. 
Organization/clarity referred to instructor pre¬ 
paration for class in terms of providing personal expla¬ 
nation of the content to the students in a manner that 
was easy to understand and outline in notes — "explains 
clearly," "is well prepared," "gives classes that are 
easy to outline," "is careful and precise in answering 
questions." It was conceivable, and the correlation 
supported the notion, that such behaviors might have 
been interpreted similarly to consideration — making 
class pleasant and easy to understand, explaining actions, 
and making students feel at ease. The structure items 
may have seemed like rules or procedures for the class, 
not related to the content suggested by the organization/ 
clarity items. The suggested redundancies may therefore 
have been overly simplified views of the variables. 
Students apparently viewed the personal, friendly 
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actions involved in consideration behavior as tending to 
be the opposite of the content-oriented and relatively 
unemotional items in the instructor-group-interaction 
scale — "encourages class discussion," "invites students 
to share their knowledge and experiences," "clarifies 
thinking by identifying reasons for questions," and " 
"invites criticism of his own ideas." Rather than suggest¬ 
ing friendly behavior by the instructor, these items might 
have suggested efficiency of the class discussion in gener¬ 
ating worthy comments. This content emphasis then might 
have undermined the friendliness implied by consideration 
behavior: friends don't make you work. 
Increased instructor-individual-student interaction 
was associated with decreased consideration. Although stu¬ 
dents apparently perceived the instructor to be friendly, 
as indicated by ratings on the instructor-student-inter¬ 
action items, they may not have observed the instructor 
doing the specific acts listed in the consideration scale. 
Further, in the context of the course, the consideration 
behaviors that were observed did not satisy the students. 
For this course, then, there may be questions con¬ 
cerning the relevance of leadership behaviors by the 
instructor. The explanation of apparent inconsistencies 
depends, however, upon two relationships: (1) the rela¬ 
tionship of performance to leadership behaviors, and (2) 
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the extent of contingency effects. 
The generally significant intercorrelations among 
the variables measuring student satisfaction were par- 
ailed by significant intercorrelations among the variables 
measuring student performance. Yet satisfaction and per¬ 
formance were generally not related, as indicated by a 
median correlation at 0.03 in table one. There were, 
however, two possibly meaningful exceptions to this 
general lack of association. 
First, students reporting more-frequent instructor- 
individual-student- interaction tended to rank higher on 
mid-semester performance than students reporting less. 
Two explanations for this relationship are: (1) personnel 
interaction between the instructor and students was asso¬ 
ciated with increased student performance, and (2) per¬ 
sonal interaction between the instructor and students was 
associated with upward bias in the performance rankings 
by the instructor. While the presence of bias was undeter¬ 
mined, neither was the direction of causality in the rela¬ 
tionship. That is, the higher performance ranking of stu¬ 
dents may have (implicitly) preceeded the interaction or 
followed it. High performance rankings may have been a 
cause or an effect of instructor-individual-student- • 
interaction (or merely have been associated, with no 
known cause). 
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Second, students reporting more frequent organiza¬ 
tion/clarity by the instructor tended to score higher at 
mid-semester than students reporting less-frequent orga¬ 
nization/clarity. This relationship suggests that the 
instructor's subject-related skill at presentation was 
associated with students' scores on graded material in 
the course. But the above caveat with respect to 
causality pertains to this relationship. It may have 
been that students scoring well in the graded material 
concluded that the instructor must therefore have done' 
well in presenting the material. The fact that scoring 
and ranking of students occurred (on paper) after the 
students reported their opinions of the instructor was 
not believed sufficient to remove these caveats. Actual 
causalities of this nature may be determined by future 
studies. 
These two exceptions aside (the relationship of 
instructor-individual-student-interaction with mid¬ 
semester rank, and the relationship of organization/ 
clarity with mid-semester score), satisfaction and per¬ 
formance were not meaningfully related for students in 
the present study. Such a finding is not unusual 
(Brayfield and Crockett, 1955). But it leads to a quandry 
in terms of Mager's (1968) goal of both high performance 
and high liking for a course by students. The lack of 
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association between performance and satisfaction indicated 
that (for the present course, at least) teacher behaviors 
which maximized one of these two elements of effectiveness 
were unlikely to maximize the other. This duality was 
further amplified by the contingency relationships, as 
discussed above. 
Impact of the leadership variables 
Halpin (1957) suggested that no more than ten 
respondents were necessary to determine the score for a 
leader on both consideration and structure. The present 
study's findings indicate, however, that within a group 
of followers there may be subgroups who view the leader 
differently. Leaders who fail to take account of these 
subgroups may fail to attain maximum effectiveness. The 
finding of at least four distinct styles of leadership 
for the same leader, as perceived by subgroups of 
followers, indicates that all followers may be important 
to the determination of most-effective style of leader¬ 
ship . 
The lack of association between consideration and 
structure supported the independence of these two factors 
as dimensions of leadership behavior and contributed to 
the finding of the four distinct styles. A strong asso¬ 
ciation (either positive or negative) between these two 
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dimensions would have resulted in probably only two 
different leadership styles. 
Neither consideration nor structure alone was 
significantly related to any of the measures of student 
performance. Yet, the combination of consideration and 
structure into the four styles of leadership behavior 
yielded differences in both satisfaction and performance 
among the styles. 
The generally negative correlations of maturity 
with both consideration and structure suggested a possible 
effect of maturity of followers on the perceptions of 
their leaders. For example, it may be that increased age 
or increased maturity changed students* needs or tolerance 
levels and resulted in over-reporting or under-reporting 
of the same objective behaviors. Such effects, if pre¬ 
sent, could be found and dealt with through negotiation 
of leadership style between the leader and followers. 
The findings of associations among leadership 
variables and other variables in the present study sup¬ 
ports the notion that a teacher’s effectiveness may be 
viewed in terms of leadership effectiveness. The lack of 
consistency between findings and some expectations does 
not detract from the importance of leadership behaviors. 
Rather, it adds to the importance of understanding the 
contingency relationships involved in the leadership 
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situation for teachers as well as for other leaders. 
Impact of the maturity variables 
The impact of the maturity of followers upon the 
effectiveness of each of the four leadership styles was 
a central question of the present study. The finding that 
relationships changed as leadership style changed sup¬ 
ported the notion that maturity plays a role in the 
contingency aspects of the leadership situation. Specific 
associations among maturity and other variables are dis¬ 
cussed below. 
Student maturity and student satisfaction were 
generally unrelated in the present sample. The three 
correlations achieving significance at the 0.05-level 
might be dismissed as spurious findings among the 63 
correlations calculated between variables measuring 
maturity and variables measuring satisfaction. One of 
these correlations, however, displayed a potentially 
meaningful relationship. Increased ratings on the sum-of- 
twenty-other evaluation items were associated with 
increased scores on assumes-responsibility. The "other” 
items tended to measure interest in the course. Assumes- 
responsibility was intended to measure a student's will¬ 
ingness to accept responsibility for his achievements in 
the course. The association of these variables suggests 
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that students who were interested in the course were more 
willing to accept responsibility for their success than 
were students who were not interested. 
Assumes-responsibility did not relate to any of the 
% 
performance measures. Two maturity measures, however, did 
display associations with performance measures. Increased 
scores on understands-himself were associated with in¬ 
creased ranks in the course at mid-semester. This finding 
may relate to the content and pedagogy of the course. The 
ambiguities present in the study of management and in the 
participative experiential exercises may have rendered 
self-understanding a valuable asset to students in early 
performance in the course. Relative certainty in under¬ 
standing himself might allow a student to perform well at 
understanding and dealing with his environment. The 
negative associations between autonomy and performance 
indicated that students who march to the beats of their 
own drummers may not deal well with the requirements of 
college courses. The more autonomous a student, the lower 
were his performance ratings, in general. 
The finding that autonomy tended to relate to other 
variables differently from the way the other maturity 
scales related may have important ramifications for the 
testing of leadership models. For example, another per¬ 
sonality measure, dogmatism, has been shown to effect the 
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strength of the relationship between leadership behaviors 
and criterion measures (Weed, Mitchell, and Moffitt, 1976). 
Autonomy may have a similar effect. Thus, knowledge of 
personality measures not included in the construct of 
maturity and of maturity measures not included in the con¬ 
struct of task-relevant maturity may help explain the 
impact (or lack of impact) of task-relevant maturity on 
the relationship between leadership style and leadership 
effectiveness. 
All of the significant associations between maturity 
variables and leadership behavior variables were negative. 
A possible explanation of this relationship may be that 
increased follower maturity is associated with decreased 
need for leadership behaviors from the leader. Not need¬ 
ing the leadership behaviors, the mature follower might 
then not recognize or report as frequent consideration or 
structure as the less-mature person. On the other hand, 
because leadership behaviors may be unnecessary to him, 
the mature follower may exaggerate their frequency in his 
report. But this alternative explanation implies that the 
mature follower would not desire consideration or structure 
behaviors. Generally, however, increased scores on the 
maturity measures were associated with increased scores 
on frequency of leadership behaviors desired (maturity 
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was more-positively associated with leadership behaviors 
desired than with leadership behaviors observed). 
A recurring theme in the discussion of the present 
research has been that differences in perceptions of matu¬ 
rity might explain some of the relationships found. Stu¬ 
dents* perceptions of their own maturity relative to the 
tasks of a course probably relate to their perceptions of 
the tasks tehmselves. The content and pedagogy of a course 
may therefore influence the task-relevant maturity of the 
students in the course. Inherent ambiguities in the field 
of management would tend to make students relatively 
immature in the tasks of analyzing the content of a manage¬ 
ment course. The lack of clearly defined correct answers 
to questions concerning management behavior may increase 
the dependence of students on the instructor for clarifica¬ 
tion. Yet everyday anecdotal experiences with the intui¬ 
tive concepts and common sense of interpersonal behavior 
may increase students* self-perceived maturity. A peda¬ 
gogy which includes group discussions and experiential 
exercises may then amplify the differences in task per¬ 
ceptions and task-relevant maturity of students. Success 
in a discussion or exercise might not be related to 
success in the critical analyses required by examinations. 
Therefore, students who perceived themselves as mature in 
the tasks of discussion and experiential exercises may not 
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be mature in the tasks required in examinations covering 
the course content. 
The difference in task perceptions, and conse¬ 
quently in maturity perceptions, may account for the 
differences in the way satisfaction and performance of 
students related to other variables. Student satisfac¬ 
tion may have related primarily to the pedagogy, while 
student performance related primarily to the content of 
the course. Relatively high maturity in the tasks of dis¬ 
cussion and participation in exercises would result in a 
low need for leadership behaviors, according to the life- 
cycle model. Therefore, students were more satisfied 
with the instructor when they perceived less-frequent con¬ 
sideration and less-frequent structure. Students were, 
however, relatively less mature in the content-related 
tasks of the course (examinations and papers). Therefore, 
student performance benefited from more frequent leader¬ 
ship behaviors by the instructor. Thus, the leadership 
style appropriate for maximizing student satisfaction 
would not be appropriate for maximizing student perfor¬ 
mance in courses of this type. 
That perceptions of tasks and maturity might vary 
for students working with the same course material was 
supported by findings of Lahat-Mendelbaum and Kipnis 
(1973). They noted that graduate students and undergradu- 
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ate students reacted differently to structure from an 
instructor. In the present study, students who had 
achieved higher grades in the previous semester reported 
less-frequent analytic/synthetic approach for the instruc¬ 
tor than did students who had achieved lower grades. 
Higher previous grades were also associated with higher 
scores on the maturity scales, and with higher performance 
in the present course. Thus, students who were more 
mature or more serious (received higher grades in other 
courses) seemed to have different perceptions of tasks 
and of the contribution of the instructor's leadership 
behaviors. This suggestion is consistent with the find¬ 
ing in another study that, in their ratings of instruc¬ 
tors, students expecting grades of A or B were more 
critical than students expecting a grade of C (Weaver, 
1960) . 
This discussion indicates a need for agreement 
between leader and follower over the definition of tasks 
and the level of follower task-relevant maturity for the 
tasks. In this regard, student self-report of maturity 
may be a benefit rather than a detriment. Self-report 
would provide a vehicle for negotiation, more so than 
"objective” external data on maturity. The reason for 
the benefit is that the perceptions involved would be 
subject to adjustment during a process of negotiation 
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between the leader and follower. If the style of leader¬ 
ship chosen by the follower were associated with low 
satisfaction or low productivity, then further negotiation 
could adjust perceptions of maturity, tasks, and leader¬ 
ship style. 
Utility of the Results 
Collection of data 
Three considerations in the rationale for the choice 
of day for data collection were: (1) a day near the middle 
of the semester would provide relatively stable behavior 
patterns in the course, assuming the persons involved had 
sufficient time to get acquainted but not to begin sub¬ 
stantial modifications of behavior; (2) a day prior to the 
spring break would find the students relatively relaxed; 
(3) a Thursday would avoid the absenteeism which might 
occur on the Friday before a week's vacation. Only the 
first of these rationales seemed to hold up. 
The openness of the class, which included discuss¬ 
ion and experiential exercises, seemed conducive to 
collection of student opinions. Initial claims for the 
second and third rationales were, however, thwarted by 
examinations for many students on the following day and 
the adverse weather (rain). Lack of student enthusiasm 
for the data-taking sessions was confirmed by an informal 
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survey at the end of the semester. The instructor 
reported that students enjoyed the data-taking sessions 
least of any class day of the course. Somewhat ironically, 
they rated the subsequent discussion of the life-cycle 
model highest of all topics covered in the course. 
The situation during data collection is reported 
as a possible caveat to the data of the present research. 
That the distributions of the values of the separate 
variables were similar to other reported distributions 
(appendix B, tables fourteen through sixteen) suggested, 
however, that the particular circumstances had little 
meaningful effect. 
There were apparently no reasons for rejecting the 
assumption that the values of the variables in the pre¬ 
sent study provided measures of constructs equivalent to 
those represented by other referenced studies (Hildebrand, 
Wilson and Dienst, 1971; Halpin, 1957; Heath, 1968, 1975; 
Edwards, 1966). It is appropriate, however, to question 
whether the combination of measures introduced in the 
present study meaningfully captured the constructs of the 
life-cycle model. 
Effectiveness measures 
The life-cycle model did not specify criteria for 
effectiveness; indeed a review (Kallman, Reinharth, and 
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Wahba, 1976) found no generally accepted measures of 
organizational effectiveness. Therefore, appropriateness 
of the measures in the present study could not be deter¬ 
mined by appeal to the model. The importance of both 
satisfaction and performance as effectiveness measures 
has been generally supported, however, in both classroom 
settings (Mager, 1968) and industrial settings (Brayfield 
and Crockett, 1955; Dubin, 1965) . 
In terms of mean satisfaction levels, graduate stu¬ 
dents were less satisfied on the direct, single question 
0 
and on the analytic/synthetic scale than were undergrad¬ 
ates. The difference on the analytic/synthetic scale may 
have been due to differences in expectation between gradu¬ 
ate and undergraduate sections, the graduate students 
being more demanding than the undergraduates. Further, 
the higher a student's previous-semester-grade-point- 
average, the lower the instructor's rating on analytic/ 
synthetic approach. This relationship supports the finding 
that the more seriously academic-minded students tended 
to be more critical in ratings of academic behaviors 
(Weaver, 1960). Thus, the more serious a student, in 
terms of previous academic grades, the less satisfied he 
was with the academic behaviors of the instructor, as 
evidenced by analytic/synthetic approach. 
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The strongest criticism of data in the present study 
concerns the variables measuring student performance. Stu¬ 
dent performance was the only construct measured with un¬ 
standardized instruments (instructor opinion). Yet the 
evaluation by a superior has been the most-prevalent method 
of comparing subordinate performance (Dunnette, 1963). And 
the instructor's opinion of student performance doubtless 
normally has a bearing on the instructor's self-evaluation 
of teaching success and on the students' immediate futures. 
Thus, without discussing the normative questions surround¬ 
ing the practice of grading (which were beyond the scope 
of the present study), it may be argued that this perfor¬ 
mance measure has a facto importance. In this sense, 
the question of utility of the measure lies beyond the 
scope of the present study. 
Instructor leadership behavior 
Examination of the LBDQ (appendix A) indicated 
that the items from the consideration scale were not all 
relevant to the classroom work-groups studied, while the 
structure questions were all generally relevant. The 
possible lack of relevancy of some of the consideration 
questions may have caused the relatively low scores on 
this factor (compared to the other reported scores). 
Of the fifteen items in the consideration scale. 
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five may be questioned for their relevance to a college 
classroom. These items involved personal, and possibly 
non-classroom, actions suggesting personal assistance 
to students not related to the content of the course ("He 
does personal favors for group members;" "He does little 
things to make it pleasant to be a group member;" "He 
looks out for the personal welfare of group members;" "He 
treats all group members as his equals;" and"He gets the 
group’s approval on important matters before going ahead"). 
While these, and perhaps other, items may be criti¬ 
cized as possibly irrelevant to the college classroom, 
they were included because both course content and course 
pedagogy suggested their importance. Students with ques¬ 
tions were instructed to respond as they thought the 
instructor would behave if they did not remember him 
engaging in a particular behavior listed. This procedure 
was consistent with the emphasis on perceptions and with 
procedures used for other instruments (for example, 
Fiedler's LPC instrument). 
The items in the structure scale could not be sub¬ 
jected to the same criticisms as the consideration items. 
All structure items had a clear relation to actions 
normally encountered in the behavior of a college teacher 
(for example: "He schedules work to be done."). 
Both consideration scores and structure scores 
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were distributed similarly to other reported scores. 
Despite the inclusion of only one leader, the students 
perceived four identifiably different leadership styles 
(table two, p. 94). Thus, it seemed clear that the LBDQ 
captured students’ perceived 'differences in the leadership 
style of the instructor. The many other behaviors not 
measured by this instrument were not part of the present 
research. 
Student maturity 
In the first part of this chapter comparison data 
* ( 
were presented which tended to support the conclusion that 
students in the present study were neither more nor less 
mature than students in other reported studies (Edwards, 
1966; Heath, 1968). The importance of this conclusion was 
that it suggested that results from the present study are 
representative of results from all students. But the 
impact of the college experience itself may influence the 
generalizability of present findings to other situations, 
notably industry (Feldman and Newcomb, 1969): 
We note that the problem of interpreting studies 
of personality-trait changes of college students, 
in terms of maturity, is bedeviled by the fact 
that control populations of young people not in 
college have rarely been available for comparison. 
At the moment, we have little direct evidence as 
to how college impacts, as they interact with 
common influences from societal as well as bio¬ 
logical sources, differentially affect the pro¬ 
cesses of maturing (p. 351). 
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Maturity measured in the present study was a more 
global construct than the task-relevant maturity specified 
by the life-cycle model (Hersey and Blanchard, 1969). To 
the extent that these global measures tapped the task¬ 
relevant construct, global measures may be sufficient for 
applying the model. Saving represented by such a finding 
could be large in terms of both money and time necessary 
for developing specific instruments for each college 
course or work task. 
Therefore, rather than criticize the present mea¬ 
sures as overly global, it may be important to investigate 
a broader concept of maturity than Hersey and Blanchard 
(1969) presented. The intuitive sense of the maturity 
construct in the life-cycle model involves group develop¬ 
ment. As such, it may suggest several other moderating 
variables in the leadership situation. These moderating 
variables which may relate to the maturity concept include 
ambiguity of tasks, role clarity, dogmatism and other per¬ 
sonality measures, and the set of variables suggested by 
Kerr / 1974). 
For the present study, however, findings utilizing 
the global concept of maturity: (1) may not apply in the 
same manner as the presently unmeasurable task-relevant 
maturity concept, and (2) may apply differently in other 
situations. For example, creativity may be a meaningful 
143 
element of maturity (Taylor, 1974) which has been found to 
influence teaching-method effectiveness (Doty, 1967). 
But business majors have been found to be less creative 
than English majors (Eisenman, 1969). Thus, both the 
selection of business majors and the particular measures 
of maturity chosen in the present study may represent 
either more or less than the original task-relevant matu¬ 
rity construct suggested. The impact of other variables 
on the maturity-as-group-development concept was left for 
other studies to determine. 
Demographic data 
A particular issue regarding the maturity concept 
involved the possibility that task-relevant maturity may 
be redundant with, or heavily weighted by, ability in the 
task. At least one study has demonstrated, however, that 
ability alone does not explain differences in student 
performance (Pemberton, 1963). 
Need for achievement, for example, was seen to play 
a role in explaining performance of students (Pemberton, 
1963). Of course, both ability and need for achievement 
were part of the task-relevant maturity definition (Hersey 
and Blanchard, 1969). The real importance of demographic 
data to the present study and to tests of the life-cycle 
model lies in the potential contribution of such data to 
the maturity construct. 
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Possible Conclusions from the Present Data 
As in previous studies, leadership behaviors and 
effectiveness seemed related in the present study. The 
impact of moderating variables was somewhat less clear. 
The two major hypotheses of the present study were, 
however, supported by the findings. That is, firrt, the 
relationship between effectiveness and maturity did appear 
to differ as leadership style differed. And second, the 
margin between demographic variables and maturity vari¬ 
ables as explanations for effectiveness appeared to differ 
as leadership style differed. Possible conclusions based 
upon these and other results fell into three categories, 
as presented below. 
Major Conclusions 
Data form the present study supported seven major 
conclusions. These conclusions concerned the effective¬ 
ness of the four leadership styles, as moderated by 
maturity and by demographic variables; 
1. Student maturity, as measured in the present 
study, did not meaningfully moderate the 
relationship of student-satisfaction-with- 
instruction to the leadership style of the 
instructor 
Student maturity, as measured in the present 
study, moderated the relationship of student 
2. 
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performance to the leadership style of the 
instructor 
3. Student-satisfaction-with-instruction, as 
measured in the present study, was not equal 
for the four styles of leadership 
4. Student performance, as measured in the present 
study, was not equal for the four styles of 
leadership 
5. The relative relationships of maturity-to- 
performance and of demographic-variables-to- 
performance were not the same for the four 
styles of leadership 
6. The relative relationships of maturity-to- 
satisfaction and of demographic-variables- 
to-satisfaction did not differ among the four 
styles of leadership 
7. For the present sample, satisfaction of students 
and performance of students related differently 
to leadership style of the instructor. 
Minor Conclusions 
The discussion of the life-cycle model of leader¬ 
ship (Hersey and Blanchard, 1969) in chapters two and 
three of this report indicated a series of relationships 
of effectiveness to maturity for each of the four styles 
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of leadership. For the two dimensions of effectiveness -- 
satisfaction and performance -- and the four styles of 
leadership, possible conclusions from the present data 
were: 
8. Student satisfaction was not significantly and 
consistently related to student maturity for 
any of the four leadership styles 
9. Student performance was not significantly and 
consistently related to student maturity for 
any of the four leadership styles. 
Supplementary Conclusions 
Alternative tests of relationships provided support 
for additional conclusions. These conclusions were con¬ 
sidered supplementary because they resulted from tests 
beyond the original scope of the present study. They did, 
however, provide insights to the life-cycle model and are 
therefore listed below. 
10. For at least one measure of maturity (assumes- 
responsibility), student maturity was not a 
meaningful determinant of the rank-order of 
leadership styles for student-satisfaction- 
with-instruction 
11. For at least one measure of maturity (assumes- 
responsibility), student maturity was a deter¬ 
minant of the rank-order of leadership styles 
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for student performance. 
12. Different groups of students in a single 
course may perceive the instructor to employ 
all four styles of leadership behavior (low 
consideration-high structure, high considera¬ 
tion-high structure, high consideration-low 
structure, and low consideration-low struc¬ 
ture) . 
Discussion 
The occurrence of a contingency effect for maturity 
among the four leadership styles taken together seemed 
inconsistent with the lack of relationship between maturity 
and effectiveness under any of the leadership styles con¬ 
sidered separately. This finding was, however, similar 
to the finding that the contingency effect of maturity 
became evident only when there was no one leadership 
style more effective than the others. In short, the 
relationships predicted by the life-cycle model, if pre¬ 
sent, were so slight that they could easily be overcome 
by other relationships. 
Care is necessary to avoid making unjustified inter¬ 
pretations of the present data regarding satisfaction and 
performance. For example, it could be wrongly assumed 
that the elements of performance are exclusive of the 
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elements of satisfaction. The present data do not prove 
any causal relation between satisfaction and performance. 
Further, the data do not disprove causality. Positive 
and negative correlations among subsets of the data could 
be present but wash out in the total sample. 
Assessment of the importance of the present findings 
should consider the presence of potentially powerful influ¬ 
ences which were not controlled. A partial list of these 
includes: (1) unmeasured dimensions of student person¬ 
ality, (2) unmeasured dimensions of teacher personality, 
(3) previous experiences of students, (4) total school 
environment. These factors were not controlled because 
their pervasive influences were beyond the scope of the 
present study. Given these potential competing influences, 
the emergence of the predicted relationships, even at small 
values, was an indication of their importance. 
CHAPTER V 
OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY OF THE PROJECT 
Overview 
Leading and teaching involve similar behaviors 
(Greenfield and Andrews, 1961) and similar measures of 
effectiveness (Mager, 1968). Two measures of effec¬ 
tiveness commonly applied to leadership have been follower 
performance and follower satsifaction (Likert, 1967). 
These same two measures have been described as important 
4 
indicators of effective teaching (McKeachie, 1969b; Mager, 
1968). It has therefore occurred to some researchers 
that similar models may be applied to the explanation of 
leading effectiveness and teaching effectiveness (Dawson, 
Messe, and Phillips, 1972; Greenfield and Andrews, 1961). 
The present study investigated the explanation of 
teaching effectiveness in a college classroom in terms of 
a model of leadership effectiveness. Insights were sought 
into the model and into the effectiveness measures them¬ 
selves. Of particular concern were student evaluations 
of teaching and teacher grading of students as measures 
of teacher effectiveness. The model under study was the 
life-cycle model of leadership behavior (Hersey and 
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Blanchard, 1969). This model is best understood as a 
further step in the description of leadership behaviors 
first undertaken during the 1940s. 
Stogdill (1974) referred to numerous studies and 
reviews documenting the failure of most attempts to 
describe leadership. Leader behavior, however, has been 
successful as a leadership concept for at least two rea¬ 
sons. First, behaviors may be described and measured 
with relatively high objectivity and reliability. Second, 
while a person cannot change his or her intelligence and 
other physical characteristics often counted as important 
determinants of leadership ability, behaviors may be 
changed. Thus, if effective behaviors can be defined, 
leaders may be trained to be effective. 
As the two primary dimensions of leadership 
behavior, consideration and initiating structure have 
been extensively studied since their empirical emergence 
from the Ohio State Leadership Studies (Fleishman, 1973). 
Although writers have been convinced about the importance 
of these two dimensions (Blake and Mouton, 1964), others 
have been somewhat guarded in their claims to understand 
how consideration and structure relate to effectiveness 
measures (Korman, 1966). The focus of recent research 
has been on the effects of moderating variables on the 
relationship between leadership behaviors and leader 
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effectiveness (Anderson, 1966; Badin, 1974; Graen, et al., 
1970; Herold, 1974; Kerr, ^ , 1974). The life-cycle 
model CHersey and Blanchard, 1969) was presented as a 
means of explaining how the maturity of followers might 
act as a moderating variable. 
The model was based upon the notion that effective 
leaders behave differently with mature and with immature 
followers (Argyris, 1957; Herzberg, 1966; Likert, 1961; 
Maslow, 1954). As followers increased in their maturity 
relative to the tasks they must perform, the effective 
leader was seen as decreasing the frequency of initiating- 
structure behaviors. Simultaneously, as follower maturity 
increased, the effective leader changed from a low fre¬ 
quency of consideration behaviors (low maturity), to a 
high frequency (average maturity), to a low frequency 
again (high maturity). The difficulty of conceptualizing 
such changes led to a different perspective on the rela¬ 
tionships involved. This perspective was presented in the 
form of hypotheses relating maturity to effectiveness for 
fixed combinations of leadership behaviors, or leadership 
styles. 
The following sections of this chapter review the 
research of the present project. Following this review, 
implications for further research are presented. 
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Review of the Present Research 
Review of Purpose and Significance 
The purpose of the present study was to investigate 
the relationships among student maturity, teacher leader 
behavior, and effectiveness of a college teacher. Four 
reasons for the importance of the research were: (1) it 
was intended to provide a new approach to the understand¬ 
ing of the teacher-student relationship; (2) it was 
intended to provide insights into the relatively new life- 
cycle model (Hersey and Blanchard, 1969) in an applica¬ 
tion not previously considered; (3) it was intended to 
provide a test of the influence, on both student per¬ 
formance and student evaluation of teaching, of perceived 
leadership behavior; (4) it was intended to provide a 
possible method for student and teacher assignment to 
classrooms, or a partial explanation of the effects of 
particular assignments on performance of students and 
evaluation of teachers. If the classroom leadership 
behavior associated with the best performance of students 
on an important criterion differs from the behavior that 
maximizes student satisfaction (ratings of teachers), 
this finding would be significant to those persons who set 
goals and assign teachers. 
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Review of Hypotheses 
The major hypothesis of the present research was 
that teacher effectiveness as measured by student perfor¬ 
mance and student satisfaction would be associated with 
student maturity, but the relationship would be of a 
different form for different leadership styles. A second 
hypothesis was that for at least one leadership style, 
teacher effectiveness would be more strongly related to 
student maturity than to any one of several demographic 
measures. 
Review of Procedure and Method 
Chapter three of this report includes a detailed 
discussion of the procedure and method of the present 
research. Chapter one contains assumptions, definitions, 
and hypotheses. Three parts of chapter three are briefly 
reviewed here: (1) instruments, (2) subjects, and (3) 
procedure. 
There were five assumptions for the present 
research. These were: (1) the classroom activities of 
a college teacher could be meaningfully described in 
terms of leadership behaviors; (2) student personality 
was a determinant of the effectiveness of a teacher; (3) 
leadership theory provided a viable approach to the under¬ 
standing of teacher effectiveness; (4) student responses 
on the standardized instruments used in this study con- 
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stituted reliable, valid measures of the variables in 
the model investigated; and (5) the data obtained in this 
study would sufficiently span the data space to allow 
adequate tests of the hypotheses (and if a range of data 
• • / 
did not occur in this convenience sample, a hypothesis 
was not tc be tested). 
Terms defined in chapter one include the leadership 
variables associated with the life-cycle model. Alter¬ 
native hypotheses are discussed as they follow from a 
special perspective of the model. The model predicted 
that as maturity varied, the most effective style of 
leadership would also vary. This prediction implied that 
for any style of leadership, as maturity varied, the 
effectiveness of that style would vary. In order to 
focus on the effects of maturity, alternative hypotheses 
are stated from the perspective of the relationship of 
effectiveness to maturity for each leadership style. 
Two key relationships involved style one (low con¬ 
sideration-high structure) and style four (low considera¬ 
tion-low structure). From the above perspective, the 
model predicted: (1) under style-one leadership, effec¬ 
tiveness ncreases as follower maturity ecreases; (2) 
under style-four leadership, effectiveness increases as 
follower maturity increases. 
The separate instruments used in the present 
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research have been extensively studied in their original 
forms and uses. Though the combination of instruments 
in.this study was believed unique, it was considered 
synthetically valid. The constructs the instruments were 
developed to measure seemed similar to the constructs of 
the life-cycle model. 
Four instruments were used in this study. They 
were: (1) selected items from the Hildebrand and Wilson 
Student Evaluation (Hildebrand, Wilson, and Dienst, 1971); 
(2) the Perceived Self Questionnaire (Heath, 1968), a 
measure of maturity dimensions; (3) selected scales from 
the Edwards Personality Inventory (Edwards, 1966); and 
(4) the Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire 
(Halpin, 1957). 
The subjects of the present research were students 
in the organizational behavior courses at the school of 
business at the University of Massachusetts. Because 
essentially the same course was offered to graduate stu¬ 
dents and to undergraduate students, this situation pre¬ 
sented a possible range of student maturity. At the 
same time, these courses were expected to provide a 
relatively small range of values on several variables 
known or thought to contribute to differences in teacher 
effectiveness. These variables included: (1) course 
content, (2) class size, (3) method of instruction. 
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(4) status, as required of all students# and (5) student 
major field of study. Further, instructor effects were 
controlled (personality, for example) because one instruc- 
tor taught all four of the sections in the sample. 
There were five phases in the procedure of the 
present research. These were: (1) an awareness session 
to acquaint students with the nature of the variables to 
be measured, (2) administration of the evaluation, matu¬ 
rity, and leader-behavior-description instruments to stu¬ 
dents during scheduled class meetings, (3) a scoring and 
ranking exercise during which the instructor ranked the 
students on course performance, conducted twice, once 
following the scoring of the mid-term examination, and 
once after scoring the final examinaticn, (4) retrieval 
of selected student demographic data from university 
records, and (5) an integration and debriefing session 
with students during a scheduled class meeting. 
Review of Findings 
-■ There was limited support for the two major hypo¬ 
theses of the present research. The relationship between 
student performance and student maturity varied as leader¬ 
ship- style cf the teacher varied. There was, however, 
no significant difference in the relationship between 
student satisfaction and student maturity as leadership 
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style .of the teacher varied. The relative relationships 
of maturity-to-effectiveness and of demographic-variables- 
to effectiveness were not the same for the four styles of 
leadership. 
There was support for a varying relationship between 
effectiveness and maturity as leadership style changed. 
But for each style considered separately, the predictions 
of the life-cycle model were not supported. That is, for 
any of the four leadership styles, values on scales mea¬ 
suring effectiveness did not relate to values on scales 
measuring maturity. A possible exception was that under 
style-two leadership (high consideration-high structure) 
increases in satisfaction were generally associated with 
increases in maturity. But this relationship did not 
support the model, which predicted no linear relationship. 
Different groups of students perceived the instruc¬ 
tor to employ all four styles of leadership. For all 
students, increased consideration or increased structure 
was associated with decreased satisfaction. A notable 
exception was the increase in organizaticn/clarity 
associated with increased consideration. This generally 
negative relationship between the leadership behaviors 
and student satisfaction was thought to account for two 
other findings. First, style four (low consideration-low 
structure) was most effective for student satisfaction. 
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Second, this effectiveness of one style was thought to 
dominate possible differences in the relationship between 
satisfaction and maturity as leadership style changed. 
Hence, it was suggested that predicted relationships, if 
they existed, could be dominated by effectiveness of 
particular leadership styles or by demographic variables. 
Finally, satisfaction and performance of students 
were seen as different dimensions of effectiveness. The 
relationships involving satisfaction, maturity, and leader¬ 
ship behaviors were different from the relationships 
involving performance, maturity, and leadership behaviors. 
There was, however, no causal relation suggested between 
performance and satisfaction. 
Review of Limitations 
Because the present study concerned the situational 
nature of leadership effectiveness, it is important to 
note that the findings themselves must be considered 
situational. Key elements of the situation, as discussed 
in chapter two, are listed below. Differences in any of 
the following elements may have led to different findings; 
1. Course content and pedagogy 
2. Instructor personality 
Teaching behaviors not captured by the leader¬ 
ship behavior dimensions (consideration and 
3. 
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initiating structure) 
* 4. Student personality dimensions not captured by 
the maturity dimensions as measured 
5. The physical setting and climate of the 
classrooms 
6. Selection of students (the present sample being 
a convenience sample) 
7. Particular measures of satisfaction and per¬ 
formance. 
Implications for Further Research 
Three categories of suggested further research are 
discussed below. These are: (1) refinement of the con¬ 
struct of task-relevant maturity, (2) longitudinal testing 
of the life-cycle model, and (3) consideration of an addi¬ 
tional dimension for the model, the leadership behavior of 
followers. 
The literature on variables moderating leadership 
effectiveness has shown a need for precise accounting for 
the dimensions of the leadership situation. Variables 
suggested by Kerr / 1974) were: subordinate need 
for information, job level, subordinate expectations of 
leader behavior, perceived organizational independence, 
leader’s similarity of attitudes and behavior to managerial 
style of higher management, leader upward influence, and 
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characteristics of the task, including pressure and pro¬ 
vision of intrinsic satisfaction. As discussed in chapter 
two of the present report, such variables may influence 
the effectiveness of leadership behavior in concert with 
the influence suggested for task-relevant maturity by 
the life-cycle model. 
The construct of task-relevant maturity may there¬ 
fore be refined to include elements of these and other 
variables which may influence the development of a work 
group in terms of the tasks it performs. Differences in 
follower perceptions of the same task may, however, account 
for differences in maturity. Therefore, refinement of 
the measure should include a provision for assessing mem¬ 
ber perception of tasks, not merely member perception of 
maturity relative to unspecified tasks. 
Cross-sectional research should be used to demon-', 
strate the utility of such a refined measure. Longitudinal 
research may then test the application of the life-cycle 
model in a dynamic setting. As the maturity of a work 
group changes over time, changes in effectiveness may be 
measured in relation to changes in leadership style. Such 
changes would be effected by complex interactions of many 
variables. Therefore, a previously demonstrated, sensitive 
maturity measurement would be needed. For this reason, 
continued cross-sectional research should precede longitu- 
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dinal testing of the model. 
Investigation of the maturity construct and of the 
dynamic aspects of the life-cycle model may include nego¬ 
tiation between leader and followers. Such negotiation 
could itself involve refinements in the maturity measure. 
By actively participating in the determination of values 
of the key variables in the leadership situation, leaders 
and followers could gain insights into leadership effec¬ 
tiveness. These insights might be translated into refine¬ 
ments of the measuring instruments. Research along these 
lines should be designed to protect, however, against the 
seductive aspects of the negotiating process itself. 
Finally, the impact of sharing leadership behaviors 
among all persons involved in the situation might be con¬ 
sidered: 
The leadership role consists of many specific 
activities and behaviors. That they must all 
be performed by only one person seems rather 
far-fetched. One-person leadership in informal 
situations is even less likely (Herbert, 1976, 
p. 375). 
Considering the multiplicity of separate roles involved in 
leadership, it has been suggested that if one person per¬ 
formed all leadership activities, the sense of involve¬ 
ment and participation in group processes — important 
to the cohesion of the group — would not be available 
(Lawless, 1972, p. 306). The possibility of overloading 
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a group occurs. The trend toward increasing subordinate 
participation in decision making and leadership behaviors 
adds to the importance of such effects. The apparent 
rejection of leader leadership behaviors in some situations 
by the followers in the present study supported this possi¬ 
bility. 
Among the many elements of the leadership situation, 
some may determine the leadership behaviors necessary for 
effectiveness. Follower maturity may be among these 
elements. Other elements may in turn, however, determine 
the optimal sharing of these necessary leadership behaviors 
among group members, both leader and followers. 
APPENDIX A 
Data-Gathering Instruments 
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LEA DEHSHIP QUESTIOKNAIRE 
(SHORT FORIV:} 
RGS 2-10=75 
IHTRODUCTICN: This questionnaire has t'^o purposes: 
(1) to iiuprove the quality of teaching through 
fseci’oack frcrr students to their teachero 
(2) to test the sMlity of a short fern to 
provide the ssiriO infomation as a longer 
f oriTJo 
Ths quest!ennaira ’viil he given periodically to 
ctudonts in this and other courses to observe 
^ :7'tr n* a f:- i n; "a 7>G ^ i w *i*«» "v •!» ^ o 
rj'ark your aris’Aars c;i the coding shoeto 
rake nc marks on thi^} bookletc 
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LEAjERSFIP QUEfi^iiONriAIRE 
(SHORT PORiO 
AOT^INISTRATIVS INFORr<^A-TION 
(Please no^ce that na t/ill bs made to 
identify by naina any person participating in 
this projecto Codes v/ill be used to keep track 
pf individual responses on subsequent days 
when this questionnaire is givenc At no time 
will names be reported,-)) 
TODAY'S DATE CODE 
(USE COLUFuVS 1 TilKeUGH 5) 
YOUR CLASS UMBER 
(USE GOLUMi^S 10 THROUGH ■> / 
I'OUS FEHSOInAL ID: YOUR SOCIAL SECURITY KUH3ER 
(USE COLUKWS 21 THROUGR 29) 
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L5ADHRSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE 
(SHORT FORM) 
DEFIMTIO^S 
CCNSICFRATICN IS THE EXTEMT TO WHICH A LEADER 
IS LIKELY TO r^UINTAlK PSTiSOiNAL RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN 
KI!^3ELF ANC THE ME^IBERS OF HIS GROUP (FOLLOWERS) BY 
OPENING UP CHANNELS OF COMiVlUraCATIOK, DELEGATING 
RESPONSIBILITY, AND GIVING SUBORDINATES AN 
OPPORTUNITY TO USE THEIR POTENTIAL^ IT IS 
CHARACTERIZED EY SOCIO-EIiOTIONAL SUPPORT, FRIENDSHIP, 
AND RIUTUAL TRUST 
INITIATING STRUCTURE IS THE EXTENT TO WHICH A 
LEADER IS LIKELY TO ORGANIZE AND DEFINE THE ROLES 
OF THE MEMBERS OF HIS GROUP (FOLLOWERS), TO EXPLAIN 
V/HAT ACTIVITIES EACH is TO DO AS WELL AS WHEN, WHERE, 
AND HOV; TASKS ARE TO BE ACCOfilPLISHEDo IT IS FURTHER 
OHARACTERIZHD BY ENDEAVORING TO ESTABLISH WELL- 
DEFINED PATTERNS OF ORGAMZATION, CHANNELS OF 
COMiMUNICATIONo AND WAYS OF GETTING JOBS ACCOrvlPLISHED. 
LSADEi^SKIP QUESTIONNAIRE 
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(SHORT FORM) 
QUESTION A 
IN THE PAST WEEK HOW OFTEN MAS YOUR LEADER"'S 
BEHAVIOR SHOWN CONSIDERATION? 
(USE GOLUT/i>I 35) 
N EVER SELDOM OCCASIONALLY OFTEN ALWAYS 
0 1 2 3 it 5 6 7 8 9 
QUESTION B 
IN THE PAST WEEK HOW C£?EN DID'YOU WANT YOUR 
LEADER'S EEMVIOR TO SHOW CONSIDERATION? 
(USE COLU?-!r^ 40) 
NEVER SSLDOr/! OCCASIONALLY OFTEf^ ALWAYS 
0 1 2 3 436 7 8 9 
LEADERSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE 
(SHORO: FORiV!) 
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QJ5STI0N C 
Ul THE PAST WEEK HOlV OFTEN HAS YOUR LEADER^S 
BEHAVIOR SHOWN iniTIATING STRUCTURE? 
(USE COLUr^N 45) 
HT/ER SELDOM OCCASIONALLY OFTEN ALWAYS 
0123456789 
QUESTION D 
IN THE PAST WEEK HOW OFTEN DID YOU WANT YOUR 
LEADER" 3 BEHAVIOR TO SHOW INITIATING STRUCTURE? 
(USE COLUMN 30) 
NEVER SELDOM OCCASIONALLY OFTEN ALWAYS 
c 123456789 
LSADEfiSHIP QUEOTIOKNilIRE 
(SHORT FORM) 
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QUHSTIOM 
FOR THE LAST WEEK WHAT HAS BEEiN YOUR WILLINGNESS 
TO TAKE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE OUTCOT^ES OF THE 
WORK OF YOUR GROUP? 
(USE COLUWN 55) 
LOW high 
0123456789 
QUESTION F 
FOR THE LAST WEEK WHAT HAS BEEN YOUR ABILITY, 
and/or irOUR EXPERIENCE FOR TAKING RESPONSIBILITY 
FOR THE OUTCOMES OF THE WORK OF YOUR GROUP? 
(USE COLUMN 60) 
LOW high 
0123456789 
LEADERSHIP QUESTIONS; A IRE 
(SHORT FORM) 
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Q JESTTOM G 
FOR THE LAST WEEK WHAT HAS BEEN YOUR CAPACITY 
TO SET HIGH BUT ATTAINABLE GOALS FOR THE WORK 
OP YOUR GROUP? 
(USE COLUM.N 65) 
LOW high 
c 123456789 
CUSSTICW H 
FOR THE LAST WEEK HOW SATISFIED HAVE YOU BEEN 
WITH THE BEHAVIOR OP YOUfl LEADER? 
(USE CQLMmi 70) 
LOW HIGH 
(.123456789 
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Sleeth M Scale 
This questionnaire lias two parts which tetke a total of about 30 minutes 
to complete. You may find it interesting, for it requires you to think 
about yourself in ways you may not have explicitly considered. 
This first part has 50 pairs of statements. The two statements in each 
pair represent opposite descriptions of some aspect of your personality. 
You will be asked to determine which of 8 points between the two extreme 
•tatements you would use to describe yourself. 
For example. 
At a party Z am usually At a party I am seldom * 
quite talkative talkative. 
Very true 
£□KI 
Slightly Slightly Very true 
— 
On this pair the person first decided that the statement on the left 
was the better self-description. Then, of the four boxes under "...usually 
quite talkative,” this person chose one box to indicate how true the state¬ 
ment would be. 
Hark each of the following SO pairs of statements in the one box you 
would use to describe yourself. 
Adapted from: 
PSQ - Heath 
EPI - Edwards 
C 
Code Number 
I i-rTTi-T-m 
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Sleeth M ScaJ.e - Part OT>e 
1. I can gaintain a high le/el 
of intellectual efficiency 
for eany days and wee>:s. 
I cannot naintain a high level 
of intellectuaJL efficiency 
for cany days and weekjs- 
Yery true Slightly SUghtly _ _‘ Very true 
m m m m m . m_m_[n 
2- I could not describe in detail 
my feelings and--thoughts about 
the cale friends 1 had four or 
five years ago. 
I could describe in detail ny 
feelings and thoughts about the 
BAle friends I had four or five 
years ago. 
IZL m r~i n cn m 
a. I have not found a way of life 
that integrates nest of ay 
values and desires and that 
gives ce sene direction. 
n n D o 
I have found a way of life that 
integrates cost of ay values and 
desires and that gives ce soce 
direction. 
a, Ky closest cale friends could 
not persuade ce to do socething 
that I eight consider cistaken. 
My closest cale friends could 
persuade ce to do soceching 
that I consider to be cistaken. 
n n D 
S. Fuadacentally, I ac very differ 
eat fron cost other persons. 
n n n - n 
Fundaaentally, I 
other persons. 
as like cost 
n  
t. My values and beliefs are centered 
nore on the lives and needs of 
others than cyself and cy desires. 
My values and beliefs are^centered 
core on nyself and my desires than 
on the lives and needs of others. 
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7.’ I frequently am not able to un¬ 
derstand why I have misunder¬ 
standings with a girl I feel 
close to. 
I usuaJ.ly can \inderstand why I 
have misunderstandings with a 
girl I«feel close to. 
Very time Slightly Slightly Very true 
m. 
8‘, My ideas about myself are quite 
changeable; sometimes X think I 
am a different person now than'I 
was several months ago. 
My ideas about myself are quite 
stable; I think I am. the same 
person now that I was several 
months ago. 
9. I seldom feel I impulsively act 
as if I were much younger when I 
am with a male friend. 
n n n a 
10. My thinking is frequently incon¬ 
sistent, vague, and tends to 
simplify too much the complexi¬ 
ties of a problem. 
n n□D 
I frequently feel I impulsively act 
as if I were much younger when I 
am with a male friend. 
□□□a 
My thinking is asually consistent, 
precise, and takes into account 
the full complexity of a problem. 
11. I asually remain reasonably cer¬ 
tain about what I believe and 
value when someone directly 
challenges my convictions. 
n n□□ 
• » 
12. I have felt so fond of a girl 
that I have done things for her 
even at the expense of my own 
interests. 
n n□CL 
I frequently become very uncertain 
about what I believe and value 
when someone directly challenges 
my convictions. □□□□ 
I have not yet felt so fond of a 
girl that I did things for her at 
the expense of my own interests. 
n 
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13. I readily remember the facts 
necess^Lry to analyze and solve 
an intellectual problem. 
I frequently cannot remember the 
facts necessary to analyze and 
solve an intellectual problem. 
Very true Slightly Slightly 
nn 
Very true 
a" 
14. I develop new interests and be- I seldom develop new interests or 
come more sensitive to new feelings become more sensitive to new 
and thoughts as a result of a . feelings and thoughts as a result 
close male friendship. of a close male friendship. 
n a D c]a 
15. What I think of myself is not 
easily influenced by what my 
friends and family tell me. 
What I think of myself is easily 
influenced by what my friends and 
family tell me. 
16. A quarrel with a close male 
friend usually changes my 
friendship with him. 
A quarrel with a close male friend 
usually does not change my 
friendship with him. 
17. I rarely feel I can just be my¬ 
self with a close girl friend; 
there are parts of me she 
doesn't know. 
I am very much myself with a close 
girl friend; there is little I 
hide from her. 
18. My thoughts and judgments about 
iixtellectual problems are usually 
realistic and practical. 
My thoughts and judgments about 
intellectual problems are often 
unrealistic and impractical. 
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19. I don’t know myself very well and 
could not describe myself very 
accurately if asked to do so. 
I know myself reasonably well and 
could describe myself quite 
accurately if asked to do so. 
Very true 
I 
Slightly 
* 
4 
Slightly 
~ 
Very true 
20. My beliefs and values are still 
v^y much influenced by experi¬ 
ences I had when younger. 
My beliefs and values are now no 
longer influenced by experiences 
I had when younger. 
21. I seldom feel I am a divided, 
inconsistent, and contradictory 
personi I am sure of what I am 
and what my direction is. 
I frequently feel I am a divided, 
inconsistent, and contradictory 
person; I am unsure of what I am 
or what my direction is. 
22. Because I frequently reflect about 
why I believe and act as I do, I 
find these questions easy to 
answer. 
Because I seldom reflect about why 
I believe and act as I do, I find 
these questions difficult to 
answer. 
23. When I really like a girl very 
much, my feelings persist for 
many months. 
I have never liked a girl very much, 
or if I have, my feelings have not 
lasted more than a month or two. 
24. The interests of a close male The interests of a close male friend 
friend seldom become my interests, frequently become my interests. 
2S. My evaluation of contemporary 
issues is often influenced more by 
the opinions of other persons than 
by my own judgment. 
My evaluation of contemporary 
issues is usually influenced more 
by my own judgment than by the 
opinions of others. 
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26. I find it difficult to reflect on 
my motives and values and to un¬ 
derstand the reasons for much of 
my behavior. 
I find it easy to reflect on my 
motives and values and to under¬ 
stand the reasons for most of my 
behavior. 
Very true Slightly Slightly 
D 1 1 0 
Very true 
27. I have so liked a male friend that 
r did things for him even at the 
expense of my own interests. 
I have not yet so liked a male 
friend that I did things for him 
at the expense of my own interests. 
28. A quarrel with a girl I like 
usually changes my relationship 
with her. 
□Q 
A quarrel with a girl I like 
doesn't usually change my rela¬ 
tionship with her. 
EH□ 
My desires and values often in¬ 
fluence my judgments about the 
adequacy of an intellectual issue 
n‘.."-n‘“"n n °rf°”n n 
29. My desires and values seldom 
influence my judgments about the 
adequacy of an intellectual 
30. I am not what I believe other 
people -th^nk of i^g -|o be. 
I really a?! what I belieVe other 
people—think-rre to be 
I I 
31. My values are really my own and My values are not really mine and 
-- arc not easily influenced by are easily influenced by what my 
what my friends and family believe, friends and family believe. 
32.- I am able to remember in detail 
_how^I was and what I felt when 
1 was much younger. 
I am not able to remember in detail 
how I was and what I felt when I 
was much younger. 
33. In ^aiyzing a problem, I seldom 
- anticipate how other people look 
_ at th^ problem. 
In analyzing a problem, I fre¬ 
quently anticipate how other 
people look at the problem. 
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34. I have developed new interests 
and become more sensitive to new 
feelings and thoughts as a re¬ 
sult of a close relation with a 
girl. 
I have not developed new interests 
or become more sensitive to new 
feelings and thoughts as a result 
.of a close relation with a girl. 
Very true 
m zr 
iaL. 
.. Slightly 
4- 
Slightly 
r- 
D 
Very true 
s' 
35. My close friendships with other 
aen tend to last many months or 
years. 
My close friendships with other 
men tend not to last for more 
than a month or two. 
36. My ideas about myself are still 
influenced by experiences and 
feelings I had when I was much 
younger. 
My ideas about myself are now no 
longer influenced by experiences 
and feelings I had when 1 was 
much younger. 
37. I rarely feel I can be just my 
self with a close male friend; 
there are parts of me he 
doesn't know. 
I am almost completely myself 
with a close male friend; there 
is little 1 hide from him. 
38. It is difficult for me to re¬ 
member exactly what I thought 
some years ago about various 
intellectual issues. 
I can remember exactly what I 
thought some years ago about 
various intellectual issues. 
39. The interests of a girl I like The interests of a girl I like 
seldom become my interests. frequently become my interests. 
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40* My beliefs and values are rather 
changeable and now differ con¬ 
siderably from what they were 
several months ago. 
Very true 
4- 
My beliefs and values are rather 
stable and don't differ too much 
from what they were many months 
ago. 
Slight^ Slightly Very true 
h 6 7 
41. I constantly try to relate and 
integrate intellectual ideas and 
facts into more comprehensive 
patterns. 
I have no great drive to relate 
and integrate intellectual ideas 
and facts into more comprehensive 
patterns. 
42. A girl I love could convince me 
to do something which I believe 
to be wrong. 
A girl I love could not easily 
persuade me to do something which 
I believe to be wrong. 
43, When a new experience challenges 
my opinion of myself, I remain 
reasonably certain of what I am 
basically like. 
n 
When a new experience challenges 
my opinion of myself, I become 
very uncertain of what 1 am really 
like. 
44. I can describe in detail the 
feelings and thoughts I had four 
or five years ago about my 
relations with girls. 
I find it difficult to remember in 
detail the feelings and thoughts 
I had four or five years ago 
about my relations with girls. 
45. Most people who know me consider 
my convictions and values to be 
unrealistic and impractical. 
Most people who know me consider 
my convictions and values to be 
realistic and practical. 
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46. I usually Know what other people I usually don’t taow what other 
think of me. . 
Very true Slightly Slightly 
Very true 
47. I frequently impulsively act as 
if I were much younger when 
with a girl friend. 
1 seldom impulsively act as if I 
were much younger when with a 
girl friend. 
48. I don’t often feel torn and 
divided between several incon¬ 
sistent and conflicting values* 
beliefs, and desires. 
1 frequently feel torn and divided 
between several inconsistent ^.nd 
conflicting values, beliefs, and 
desires. 
49. I frequently can understand why 
I have misunderstandings with my 
close men friends. 
I frequently cannot \^derstand why 
I have misunderstandings with my 
close men friends. 
50. My thinking frequently becomes 
impaired and confused when I 
encounter intellectual ideas that 
are personally disturbing. 
My thinking usually remains effi¬ 
cient and clear when I encounter 
intellectual ideas that are per¬ 
sonally disturbing. 
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The second part of this questionnaire has 75 statements that other persons 
may or may not use in describing you. /There are only two responses. 
True and False. 
' Example: 
fie is good at explaining things to others. 
If you believe that persons who know you well would say this statement 
accurately describes you, then mark True on the answer sheet. If you 
believe they would say this statement does not accurately describe you, 
mark False. Be sure to mark each statement either True or False even 
though you may be in doubt about the answer. While there is no time 
limit, it is best to work as rapidly as possible. 
Mark each statement either True or False as_ other persons who know you 
veil would describe you. 
Sleeth M Scale - Part Two 
X. He regards himself as more ambitious than most of his friends. 
2. He has difficulty thinking of anything to talk cibout when he is 
Introduced to a stranger. 
3. He enjoys being the leader of a discussion group. 
4. He tries to find intellectual reasons for justifying his emotional 
behavior. 
5. He enjoys working toward some goeLL he has set for himself. 
6. He can view his own weaknesses with tolerance and amusement. 
7. He likes to take charge of organizing group activities. 
8. He is willing to allow all kinds of ideas and feelings to enter his 
mind. 
9. He respects the desires and wishes of others. 
10. He can set up a long-range plan and work toward it without being 
diverted by minor obstacles. 
11. He is overly frank in his comments about others. 
12. He has difficulty expressing himself clearly. 
13. He enjoys directing and supervising others. 
14. He is good at analyzing his feelings. 
15. He is highly motivated to succeed in whatever he undertcikes. 
16. He has insight into the sources of his interests. 
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17. Re has no difficulty getting others to accept his leadership. 
18. He spends considercible time in analyzing hiaself. 
19. He knows what he wants to do with his future. 
20. He is content to be a follower of others. 
21. He knows pretty well what things motivate him. 
22. Be is the sort of person to whom you can always turn for sympathy 
when you have a problem. 
23. He has difficulty deciding just what it is he wants out of life. 
24. He is not ashamed to talk about something embarrassing that has 
happened to him. 
25. He likes to take charge of a complex situation and bring order to it. 
26. He offers realistic excuses for his failures. 
27. He feels that he lacks the drive and ambition that most people have. 
28. He seldom takes the initiative in assuming leadership in a group. 
29. He knows his limitations as well as his abilities. 
30. He is strongly motivated to achieve his goals. 
31. He is interested in getting a better understanding of himself. 
32. He has no difficulty giving orders to others. 
33. He gives others the impression that he knows exactly what he will be 
doing ten years from now. 
34. He believes he vlH succeed in accomplishing what he wants to do 
through hard wc-.c. 
35. He has difficulty expressing his opinions in a group. 
36. He has been elected to quite a few offices in the organizations he 
belongs to. 
37. He regards it as his own fault when things go wrong for him. 
38. He has given considerable thought to his future. 
39. He is able to explain his motives to others. 
40. He seldom advances any ideas of his own as to what a gi^sup should do. 
41. He plays an excellent game of chess. 
42. He has a great deal of drive to get ahead in the world. 
43. He doesn’t hesitate to let others know that he intends to be a success. 
44. He is not afraid of responsibility. 
45. He is able to discuss his problems ©bjoo-tivoly. 
46. He clearly defined goals that he has set for himself. 
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47. He can adapt his habits and ways of thinking to those of the group 
he is with at the moment. 
48. He has no difficulty explaining to others how he feels about something; 
49. He insists on arriving at the beginning of a motion picture. 
50. He knows what he wants to accomplish in life. 
51. He is the sort of person who is willing to give up something small 
today in order to get something big tomorrow. 
52. He is content to let others do the planning. 
53. He is aware of the fact that he sometimes does things for reasons 
other than the ones he states. 
54. He has a great deal of drive and ambition. 
55. He has a good understanding of his emotional reactions. 
56. He is upset if he sees a picture hanging crooked on a wcill. 
57. He is the sort of person who believes in business before pleasure. 
58. He knows how to get what he wants. 
59. He is content to be someone’s assistant in working on a task. 
60. He can give a good account of his motives. 
61. He is strongly motivated to succeed. 
62. He is very careful never to say anything that might antagonize others. 
63. He likes to an£dyze his feelings. 
64. Ho likes a short story to have a definite beginning, middle, and end. 
65. He understands the requirements of the goals he has set for himself. 
66. He has carefully planned his futxire. 
67. He prefers to let someone else decide what a group he belongs to 
should do. 
68. He is able to discuss his emotions objectively. 
69. He is an extremely ambitious person. 
70. He enjoys card games. 
71. He is not diverted by minor goals in obtaining his main objective. 
72. He is the sort of person who believes the impossible can be accomplished 
with sufficient effort on the part of those involved. 
73. He enjoys being put in chetrge of things. 
74. He tries to analyze his motives and feelings. 
75. He doesn’t know what he wants out of life. 
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LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE 
Developed by staff members of 
The Ohio State Leadership Studies Observed j ) 
Desired ( | 
Name of Leader Being Described 
Name of Group Which He Leads 
Your Student Number _ 
On the following pages is a list of items that may be used to describe 
the behavior of your instructor. Each item describes a specific kind 
of behavior, but does not ask you to judge whether the behavior is 
desirable or xxndesirable. This is not a test of ability. It simply 
asks you to describe, as accurately as you can, the behavior of your 
instructor. 
Note: The term, "group," as employed in the following items, refers 
to the class taught by the person being described. 
The term "members," refers to all the people in the class which is 
taught by the person being described. 
Published by 
Center for Business and Economic Research 
Division of Research 
College of Administrative Science 
The Ohio State University 
Columbus, Ohio 43210 
Copyright 1957 
Directions: 
a. READ each item carefully. 
b. THINK about how frequently the leader engages in the behavior- 
described by the item. 
C. DECIDE whether he always, often, occasionally, seldom or never 
acts as described by the item. 
d. MARK your answer sheet with one of the following numbers for 
each item 
A — Always C — Occasionally 
B ■*- Often D — Seldom E — Never 
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(81) 1. 
(82) 2. 
(83) 3. 
(84) 4. 
(85) 5. 
(86) 6. 
(87) 7. 
(88) 8. 
(89) 9. 
(90) 10. 
(91) 11. 
(92) 12. 
(93) 13. 
(94) 14. 
(95) 15. 
(96) 16. 
(97) 17. 
(98) 18. 
(99) 19. 
(100) 20. 
(101) 21, 
(102) 22, 
(103) 23. 
(104) 24, 
(105) 25. 
(106) 26. 
(107) 27, 
(108) 28, 
(109) 29. 
(110) 30, 
(111) 31, 
(112) 32, 
(113) 33 
(114) 34 
(115) 35 
(116) 36 
(117) 37 
(118) 38 
(119) 39 
(120) 40 
LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE 
He does personal favors for group members. 
He makes his attitudes clear to the group. 
He does little things to make it pleasant to be a member of the 
group. 
He tries out his new ideas with the group. 
He acts as the real leader of the group. 
He is easy to understand. 
He rules with an iron hand. 
He finds time to listen to group members. 
He criticizes poor work. 
He gives advance notice of changes. 
He speaks in a manner not to be questioned. 
He keeps to himself. 
He looks out for the personal welfare of individual group members. 
He assigns group members to particular tasks. 
He is the spokesman of the group. 
He schedules the work to be done. 
He maintains definite‘standards of performance. 
He refuses to explain his actions. 
He keeps the group informed. 
He acts without consulting the group. 
He backs up the members in their actions. 
I He emphasizes the meeting of deadlines. 
. He treats all group members as his equals. 
, He encourages the use of uniform procedures. 
, He gets what he asks for from his superiors. 
, He is willing to make changes. 
, He makes sure that his p2rt in the organization is understood by 
group members. 
, He is friendly and approachable. 
, He asks that group members follow standard rules and regulations. 
, He fails to take necessary action. 
. He makes group members feel at ease”^ when talking with them. 
He lets group members know what is expected of them. 
He speaks as the representative of the group. 
He puts suggestions made by the group into operation. 
He sees to it that group members are working up to capacity. 
He lets other people take away his leadership in the group. 
He g«s his su^riors to eet for the welfare of the group mothers. 
He gets group approval in important matters before going ahead. 
He sees to it that the work of group members is coordinated. 
He keeps the group working together as a team. 
Xteiui in the Consideration Scale 
Iten No. 
!• He 
3. R» 
6. He 
8. He 
12. Ee 
13. He 
18. He 
20. Be 
21. Ee 
23. Ee 
26. Ee 
C
O
 
• Re 
31- Ee 
3*». Re 
38. Ee 
Itea 
does personal favors for group menbera. 
does little things to cahe It pleasant to he a nenber of the group 
la easy to understand. 
finds tlse to listen to group meaibers. 
keeps to hloself.* 
looks out. for the personal velfare of individual group aeabers* 
refuses to explain hla actions.* 
acts -without consulting the group.* 
backs up the csshers in their actions. 
treats all group members as his equals. 
Is willing to make changes. 
Is friendly and approachable. 
makes group members feel at ease when talking with them. 
puts' sxjggestions made by the group Into operation. 
gets group approval on important matters before going ahead. 
Items 5, 10, 15, 19, 25, 30, 33, 3^, 37 and hO are not scored on 
either dimension. 
* These items are scored in reverse. 
186 
Iteraa in the iLltlatla;; Stnictxire Scale 
Itea Ko. Itea 
2« He siakea his attltudea clear to the group* 
Ee tries out his oew ideas vith the group. 
7* Ee rules with aa iroa hand. 
• • 
9* Ee criticizes poor work. 
11. Ee speaks in a manner not to be questioned. v - • . 
Ee assigns group members to particular tasks. 
16. Ee schedules the work to he done. 
17* Ee maintains definite standards of performance. • 
22. Ee en^hasizes the meeting of deadlines. 
24. Ee encourages the use of uniform procedures. 
27* Ee makes sure that bla part in the organization Is understood 
s 
hy all group neabers. 
29* Ee asks that group members follow standard rules and regulations, 
32. Ee lets group members know vbat is esqiected of them. 
33. Ee sees to it that group membera are working up to capacity. 
39« He sees to it that the work of group members is coordinated. 
EVALUATION FORM 
PLEASE ASSIGN YOUR RATINGS IN TERMS OF HOW YOUR LEADER 
COMPARES TO THE AVERAGE ABILITY OF ALL THE OTHER LEADERS YOU 
HAVE HAD. 
Focus on your most recent Impressions of your leader*" 
Answer In terms of how frequently your leader does each of 
the following (or how frequently you do the following depending 
on the question). 
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EYALUATIOfJ FC«M 
Paga I 
Usa this scale to detemlne your answers. 
NEVER SELDOM OCCASIONALLY OFTEN ALWAYS 
0.1 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 9 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
YOUR LE^aSR 
Discusses points of view other than his own. 
Contrasts lopilcations of various theories. 
Discusses recent developnents In the field. 
Presents origins of ideas and concepts. 
Explains clearly. 
Is welI prepared. 
Gives classes that are easy to outline. 
Is careful and precise In answering questions. 
Encourages class discussion. 
Invites students to share their knowledge and experience. 
Clarifies thinking by Identifying reasons for questions. 
Invites criticisai of his own Ideas. 
Has a genuine Interest In students, 
is friendly toward students. 
Relates to students as Individuals. 
Recognizes and greats students outside of class. 
Is accessible to students out of class. 
Is valued for advice not directly related to the course. 
Respects students as parsons. 
Is a dynamic and energetic person. 
Has an Interesting style of presentation . 
Seems to enjoy teaching. 
Is onthuslastic about his subject. 
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Paga 2 
NEVER SELDOM OCCASIONALLY OFTEN ALWAYS 
0I234S6789 
24. Tho loadap's particular techniques and methods of teaching are 
appropriate for you. 
23. The loader Is sarcastic and belittles members. 
26. The leader falls to answer questions fully. 
27. The leader expects members to meet definite standards of 
achlevemont. 
28. The work challenges you. 
29. Tasks are appropriate to tho objectives of tho course. 
30. The paco of the work Is too fast for you. 
31. The loader encourages all members to participate. 
32. Topics covered*do not Interest you. 
33. You are challenged by this course. 
34. Your Interest In the general subject matter of this course 
Is higher than before you started. 
35. Your knowledge of tho general subject matter Is Increased by 
this course. 
36. The leader uses class time well. 
37. The leader seems to know when members are having difficulty 
with tho material. 
38. The work of this course Is too difficult for you. 
39. Other courses have helped you In the work of this course. 
40. Tho work load In this course Is more than for courses of equal 
credit. 
41. Tho pace of tho course Is too slow for you. 
42. The leader Is bettor for you than others you have had. 
. Prior experiences (other than course work) help you with this 
course. 
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APPENDIX B 
SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES 
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TABLE 14.—Quartile points, means, and standard deviations 
of leadership behavior scores for the present sample and 
for educational administrators and high school teachers. 
Sample Q1 Q2 Q3 Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
Consideration 
Present (M=78) 30 34 38 34.3 6.1 
Educational 
Administrators 
(N=64) 42 46 49 44.7 6.0 
High School 
Teachers {N=51) 37 43 46 41.0 5.8 
Initiating Structure 
Present (N=78) 33 37 41 37.0 6.3 
Educational 
Administrators 
(N=64) 35 39 41 37.9 4.4 
High School 
Teachers (N=51) 40 43 45 42.0 4.4 
SOURCES: Educational-administrator data from Andrew 
Halpin, Manual for Leader Behavior Description Question¬ 
naire . Columbus: Ohio State University Bureau of Business 
Research, 1957, p. 8. 
High school teacher data from T. B. Greenfield and 
J. H. M. Andrews, "Teacher Leader Behavior and Its Rela¬ 
tion to Effectiveness as Measured by Pupil Growth." 
Alberta Journal of Educational Research 7 (June 1961): 
96-97. 
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TABLE 15.—Mean student-maturity scores on the Perceived 
Self Questionnaire ! for the 
parison 
present sample 
sample• 
and for a com- 
Present Comparison Retrospective 
PSQ Sample Sample Comparison 
Scale (N=78) (N=68) (N=68) 
Stability 60.1 63.9 54.2 
Integration 56.1 60.5 51.3 
Allocentricism 55.4 54.0 45.9 
Autonomy 50.5 54.7 46.4 
Symbolization 62.6 63.1 53.5 
Total (of 
five above) 283.7 306.2 259.6 
SOURCE: Douglas Heath, personal letter to Randall 
G. Sleeth, May 6, 1975. Individual scale scores reported 
in the comparison sample for males of average age 32.5 
years. Retrospective score (total only) reflects self¬ 
rating of what students were like as seniors in college. 
Separate scale scores in retrospective comparison cal¬ 
culated in proportion to ratio of total scores. (Retro¬ 
spective-score equals comparison-score times 259.6/306.2)* 
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Table 16.—Quartile points, means, and standard deviations 
of student maturity scores on selected scales of the 
Edwards Personality Inventory for the present sample and a 
comparison sample. 
Motivated to Succeed Standard 
Sample Q1 Q2 Q3 X 
Devia¬ 
tion 
Present 14. 20.0 22.5 18.9 5.8 
Comparison^ 12.0 18.0 23.0 
Assumes Responsibility 
Present 7.5 10.5 12.5 10.0 3.8 
Comparison^ 6.0 10.0 13.5 
Understands Himself 
Present 15.5 17.5 18.5 17.8 2.6 
Comparison^ 14.0 17.5 19.0 
Male students at the University of Washington. 
Source; Allen Edwards. Manual. Edwards Personality Inven¬ 
tory. Chicago: Science Research Associates, 1966. 
^To nearest 0.5. 
Table 17.—Correlations between variables measuring leader¬ 
ship effectiveness and student maturity for style-one (low 
consideration-high structure) leadership, using satisfac¬ 
tion and performance of students as measures of 
.effectiveness. 
Xeadership Etfectiveness Variables 
■: Satisfaction Performance 
- * Mid-semester Final 
• HW Total* Other sccfre Grade 
Student-Maturity 
Variables ' 
c 
Stability -27 -06 20 -17 
Integration 16 14 02 -40 
Allocentricism ^15 -15 10 -05 
Autonomy 25 -07 -05 -51<» 
•Symbolization 15 19 13 -05 
Total (of 
• 
five above) 06 . 07 10 -32 
Motivated-to- 
- - 
Succeed 27 19 -14 -41 
Assumes- 
- • 
Responsibility 16 13 -04 -20 
Understands- 
• •• • 
himself 26 -04 23 10 
Age-in-months^ 40 -11 01 00 
Previous-semester- 
grade-point- e 
- 59 average -06 -25 68 
Total score on the evaluation instriment: Milton 
Hildebrand, Robert C- Wilson, and Evelyn R. Dienst, Evalu- 
tJniversity Teaching (Berkeley: University of California 
Center for Research and Development in Higher Education, 
1971). 
Demographic variable. 
Q 
Decimal points omitted. 
d 
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Table 18.--Correlations between variables measuring leader¬ 
ship effectiveness and student maturity for style-two (high 
consideration-high structure) leadership, using-satisfac¬ 
tion and performance of students as measures of 
effectiveness. 
Leadership Effectiveness Variables 
-Satisfaction Performance 
^ Mid-semester Final 
HW Total Other score-Grade 
S tudent-Ma turity 
Variables 
Stability 15® 23 17 -14 
Integration 49<» 03 -39 •04 
Allocentricism 67® 18 -37 -14' 
Autonomy -57^^ -27 28 -19 
Symbolization 36 23 -23 07 
Total (of 
five above) 32 11 -25 -03 
Motivated-to- 
Succeed 60^ 00 -36 -40 
Assumes- 
Responsibility 25 49 45 -06 
Unders tands- 
Bimself 59O 10 19 -13 
Age-in-months^ -16 03 28 13 
Previous-semester- 
point-average 47 13 66® 61* 
Total score on the evaluation instrument; Milton 
Hildebrand, Robert C. Wilson, and Evelyn R. Dienst, Evalu¬ 
ating University Teaching (Berkeley; University of 
California Center for Research and Development in Higher 
Education, 1971). 
^Demographic variaible. 
^Decimal points omitted. 
S <0.05. 
< 0.01. 
Table 19.—Correlations between variables measuring leader 
ship effectiveness and student maturity for style-three 
(high consideration-low structure) leadership, using 
satisfaction and performance of students as measxires of 
effectiveness. 
Leadership Effectiveness Variables 
Satisfaction 
HW Total^ Other 
Performance 
Mid-semester 
■ score 
Final 
Grade 
Student-Maturity 
Variables 
Stability 45 33 11 34 
Integration 42 . -21 -08 
Allocentricism 35 -36 -38 -51«» 
Autonomy 03 36 23 06 
Symbolization 10 13 -02 48 
Total (of . • 
five above) 1 40 25 -09 09 
Motivated-to- 
- - • - 
Succeed 21 08 -07 -12 
Assumes- 
Responsibility -10 04 -03 -01 
Understands- 
- 
- 
Himself 04 -22 -17 -22 
b 
Age-in-Months 21 02 30 51*^ 
Previous-semester- 
grade-ppint- 
^verage" 43 . -11 . -01. 40 
*Total score on the evaluation instrument: Milton 
Hildebrand, Robert C. Wilson, and Evelyn R. Dienst, Evalu- 
ating University Teaching (Berkeley: University of 
California Center for Research and Development in Higher 
Education, 1971). 
^Demographic variable. 
^Decimal points omitted. 
d 
Table 20.—Correlations between variables measuring leader¬ 
ship effectiveness and student matxirity for style-four (low 
consideration-low structure) leadership, using satisfaction 
and performances of students as measures of effectiveness. 
Leadership Effectiveness Variables 
Satisfaction -Performance:- 
Mid-semes ter Final 
HW Total Other Score Grade 
Student-Maturity 
Variables 
• 
- 
Stability •28® 31 -50 -33 
Integration -12 - 13 38 08 
Allocentricism 05 15 14 19 
-Autonomy -49 -01 -24 -60 
Symbolization 16 42 -36 20 
Total (of 
- ■ 
five above) -20 29 -11 -12 
Motivated-to- 
-52 Succeed -25 06 -14 
Assumes- ~ d 
38 ■Responsibility 27 61 -32 
Understands- 
• 
d 
- 
-11 ■ Himself -09 61 -43 
Age-in-months^ -59 -35 30’ -41 
Previous-semester- 
grade- point- 
- 
.59 55 average® 48 28 
*Total score on the evaluation instrxament; Milton 
Hildebrand, Robert C. Wilson, and Evelyn R. pienst, Evalu 
ating University Teaching (Berkeley: University of 
California Center for Research and Development in Higher 
Education, 1971). 
^Demographic variable. 
^Decimal points omitted. 
d 
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Table 21.—Intercorrelations among the variables measuring 
student satisfaction. 
Variable 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. Analytic/Synthetic ^ 
Approach 39 59 39 44 73 33 39 
2. Organization/ 
Clarity 31 37 56 65 53 29 
3. Instructor-Group 
Interaction 63 54 82 44 o
 o
 
4. Instructor- 
Individual Stu¬ 
dent Interaction 55 83 41 o
 o
 
5. Dynamism/Enthusiasm 
80 65 41 
6. Total (1 to 5) 
61 05^ 
7. 
, a 
Other 
40 
8. "How satisfied—?" ■ 
^Sum of twenty items selected from other evaluation 
instruments. 
^Decimal points omitted. For 
p < 0.01, except as noted. 
^p > 0.05. 
all correlations, 
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Table 22.—Correlations among the variables measuring 
student satisfaction and student performance. 
Variable 
Mid- 
Semester 
Rank 
Mid- 
Semester 
Score 
Final 
Rank^ 
Final 
Grade 
Analytic/Synthetic 
Approach 06 -17 -06 -11 
Organization/ 
Clarity 12 21^ 03 -01 
Instructor-Group 
Interaction 15 -03 -03 -04 
Instructor- 
Individual Student 
Interaction 23^ 20 06 16 
Dynamism/Enthu siasm 03 04 -11 -10 
Total (of 
five above) 16 09 07 -04 
c 
Other 08 -07 04 -01 
^Spearman rank- •order correlations. Higher per- 
formances assigned higher numerical ranks; i.e., lowest 
performance ranked as 1. 
Decimal points omitted, 
c 
Sum of twenty items selected from other evaluation 
instruments. 
^p < 0.05. 
Table 23.—Correlations among variables measuring student 
satisfaction and teacher leadership behaviors. 
Variable 
C
o
n
s
id
e
r
a
ti
o
n
 
S
tr
u
c
tu
r
e
 
C
o
n
s
id
e
r
a
ti
o
n
 
p
lu
s
 
S
tr
u
c
tu
r
e
 
C
o
n
s
id
e
r
a
ti
o
n
 
D
e
s
ir
e
d
 
S
tr
u
c
tu
r
e
 
D
e
s
ir
e
d
 
C
o
n
s
id
e
r
a
ti
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
S
tr
u
c
tu
r
e
 
Analytic/ 
Synthetic 
Approach 
bd 
-43 -10 -40^ -35'" -13 -31-^ 
Organization/ a a a a 
Clarity 48" -27" -53" -22" -20 -29" 
Instructor-Group 
Interaction -43^ -04 -33*^ -40^ -06 -30“^ 
Instructor- 
Individual Stu¬ 
dent Interaction -48^ -03 -35^ -41 00 -27^ 
Dynamism/ d d d d 
Enthusiasm -59 -28 -58 -33 -27 -40 
Total (of 
five above) -64^ -20 -58'^ -48^^ -15 -42<' 
Other^ -45-" -15 -41<' -25^ -23^ -32 
^Sum of twenty items selected from other evaluation 
instruments. 
Decimal points omitted. 
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Table 24.—Correlations among the variables measuring student' satis- 
-- - —- and student matxirity. 
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Table 26.—Intercorrelations annong the variables measuring 
student performance- 
Variable 2 3 4 
b 
1. Mid-semester Rank 63^ 66 56 
2. Mid-semester Score 43 57 
3. Final Rank^ 73 
4 - Final Grade 
^Decimal points omitted. For all correlations 
p £ 0.01. 
^Spearman rank-order correlation. Higher perfor¬ 
mances assigned higher ranks; i.e., the lowest performance 
ranked as 1. 
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Table 27.—Correlations among the variables measuring 
student performance and teacher leadership behavior. 
Variable 
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Mid-semester 
Rank^ 13 14 17 -07 11 16 
Mid-semester 
Score 07 01 06 06 28 22 
Final Rank^ 17 13 19 15 19 24^ 
Final Grade 17 07 16 20 16 23 
^Decimal points omitted. 
^Spearman rank-order correlation. Higher perfor¬ 
mance assigned higher ranks; i.e., the lowest performance 
ranked as 1. 
^p < 0.05. 
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Table 28.—Correlations among the variables measuring 
student maturity and student performance. 
Mid 
Variable 
-semester 
Rank^ 
Mid-semester 
Score 
Final 
Rank^ 
Final 
Grade 
Stability 20^ 04 05 02 
Integration 16 12 07 02 
Allocentricism 14 12 00 12 
Autonomy -19 -06 -21^ -12 
Symbolization 12 09 15 12 
Total (of 
five above) 12 09 -03 05 
Motivated to 
Succeed 13 09 -16 -01 
Assumes 
Responsibility 16 13 -14 10 
Understands 
Himself 23*^ 02 13 10 
a 
Spearman rank-order correlation. Higher perfor¬ 
mances assigned higher ranks; i.e., the lowest performance 
ranked as 1. 
b 
Decimal points omitted, 
c 
p < 0.05. 
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Table 29.—Correlations among the student demographic vari¬ 
ables and the variables measuring student performance. 
Mid 
Variable 
-semester 
Rank^ 
Mid-semester 
Score 
Final 
Rank^ 
Final 
Grade 
Sex^ 30® 17^ 25^ 18^ 
Marital Status^ -04 26 -17^ 16 
d 
Veteran Status -02 08 -01 03 
Age-in-Months 
Previous- 
-01 29? -13 10 
Semester- 
Grade-Point- _ ^ ^ rr 
Average 45^ 61^ 38^ 60^ 
Undergraduate 
Grade-Point- 
Average 449 43^ 535 515 
Spearman rank-order correlation. Higher perfor¬ 
mances assigned higher ranks; i.e., the lowest performance 
ranked as 1. 
^Male =1; Female = 2. 
c 
"Never married" = 1; "Ever married" = 2. 
d 
Non-veteran = 1, Veteran = 2. 
^Decimal points omitted. 
r 
^p _< 0.05. 
^p < 0.01. 
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Table 30.—Intercorrelations among the variables measuring 
teacher leadership behavior. 
Variable 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Consideration 04^ 71^ 47^ 05 34^ 
2. Structure 73*^ 08 67^ 47^ 
3. Consideration-plus- 
Structure 38 52^ 57 
4. Consideration- 
Desired 24^^ 00
 
o
 o
 
5. Structure-Desired 77^ 
6. Consideration-Desired 
plus Structure- 
Desired 
* 
a 
Decimal points omitted, 
b 
p ^ 0.05. 
c 
p < 0.01. 
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Table 31.—Correlations among the variables measuring 
student maturity and teacher leadership behavior. 
Variable 
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Stability -08^ -01 -06 10 01 11 
Integration -22^ -03 -17 -04 -07 -07 
Allocentricism -33° 16 -10 -12 02 -07 
Autonomy -11 -17 -20^ 02 -02 00 
Symbolization -19 -12 -21^ -01 05 03 
Total -25^ -06 -21 -01 01 00 
Motivated-to- 
Succeed -04 -03 -01 12 -08 03 
Assumes- 
Responsibility -11 -20° -22° -05 -06 -06 
Understands- 
Himself 04 10 10 06 05 06 
^Decimal points omitted, 
^p < 0.05. 
^p < 0.01. 
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Table 32.—Correlations among the student demographic 
variables and the variables measuring teacher leadership 
behavior. 
Variable 
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a ^ de f 
Sex -24 04 -14 -34 04 -23 
Marital Status^ 17 -23 -09 24® -10 08 
Veteran Status^ 05 08 02 12 10 14 
Age-in-Months 16 -31^ -11 36^ -13 15 
Previous-Semester- 
Grade-Point- 
Average 16 -05 07 06 03 05 
Undergraduate-Grade- 
Point-Average 03 -11 -12 -11 -07 -05 
^Male = 1; Female = 2. 
^"Never married" = 1; "Ever married" = 2. 
Q 
Non-veteran = 1; Veteran = 2. 
^Decimal points omitted. 
®p < 0.05. 
p < 0.01. 
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Table 33.—Intercorrelations among the variables measuring 
student maturity. 
Variable 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Stability 64^^ 37^ '28*^ 54^ 82^ 32^ 26^ 37^ 
2. Integration 55^ 25^ 57^ 87*^ 53*^ 36^ 47^ 
3. Allocentricism -12 31^ 59^ 
_ _b 
22 20 28^ 
4. Autonomy 14 47^ 25^ 00 13 
5. Symbolization 73'^ 37^ 43^ 50^ 
6. Total (of five 
five above) 
0
 00 34^ 50^ 
7. Motivated-to- 
succeed 41^ 
37C 
8. Assumes- 
Responsibility 20^ 
9. Understands- 
himself 
a 
Decimal points omitted, 
b 
p £ 0.05. 
c 
p < 0.01. 
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Table 34.-*-Correlation3 among the variables measuring student maturity 
and the student demographic variables. 
Variable Sex® 
■ Marital 
Status® 
Veteran 
Status® 
Age-in- 
Months 
Previous 
Semester- 
Grade- Point- 
Average 
Under¬ 
graduate 
Grade-Point 
Average 
Stability 03^ 00 -04 06 28® ‘ 15 
Integration . 12 14 03 15 28® 14 
Allocentricism 26« 13 02 -02 31® 
• 
08 
Autonomy 19 10 11 24® 21 06 
Symbolixation 09 05 17 18 23® 09 
Total (of 
five above) 10 11 09 18 3«* 16 
Motivated-to- 
Succeed -07 25* 13 19 25® 06 
Assumes- 
Aesponsi- 
bility 26* 23* -01 10 10 -05 
Onderstands- 
Bimself 02 03 04 12 42^ 26® 
•Male • 1; Female » 2. 
^"Never married" ■ 1; "Ever married" » 2. 
^Mon-veteran » 1; Veteran » 2. 
^Decimal points omitted. 
•p < 0.05. 
< 0-Pl- 
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Table 35.—Intercorrelations among the student demographic 
variables. 
Variable 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Sex^ 00“^ -19® -06 27^ 29^ 
2. Marital Status^ 42^ 72^ 38^ -12 
3. 
c 
Veteran Status 40^ 04 -07 
4. Age-in-Months 40^ -06 
5. Previous-Semester- 
Grade-Point- Average 66^ 
6. Undergraduate Grade- 
Point- Aver age 
^Male = 1; Female = 2. 
^"Never married" = 1; "Ever married" = 2. 
^Non-veteran = 1; veteran = 2. 
^Decimal points omitted. 
®p < 0.05. 
^p < 0.01. 
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Table 36.—Means and F-*tests of selected variables for students 
separated into four categories on the basis of quartile range of 
their scores on the assumes-responsibility measure of maturity. 
Quartile Score on Assumes-Responsibility 
Variable 
First 
(lowest) Second Third 
Fourth 
(highest) F P 
Assumes- 
Responsibility 4.4 9.1 11.7 13.7 226.0 0.001 
Stability 57.5 60.0 57.2 63.9 3.8 0.01 
Integration 51.7 56.5 54.0 60.7 4.2 0.01 
Allocentricism 53.2 56.5 55.5 57.0 1.3 0.27 
Autonc ay 48.8 53.1 51.1 59.3 1.1 0.36 
Symbolization 57.0 59.4 62.7 65.6 6.0 0.001 
Motivated-to- 
Succeed 15.5 18.3 20.0 21.3 4.3 0.01 
Understands- 
Bimself 16.0 17.0 16.8 17.4 1.1 0.37 
Consideration 35.2 34.8 34.9 33.0 0.6 0.64 
Structure 39.5 35.3 38.1 35.8 1.9 0.13 
HW Total 
Score 154.3 177.3 161.5 162.9 0.6 0.65 
Other 121.6 130.5 131.5 133.6 2.3 0.10 
Mid-semester- 
Score 14.9 16.4 15.5 17.1 1.0 0.41 
Final Grade 2.4 2.8 2.7 3.0 1.0 0.38 
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